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HIGHLIGHTS
1.

Local government property tax revenues will be
reduced by an estimated $7.079 billion in 1978-79,
such loss increasing in 1981-82 to $10.124 billion;

•

the four year total reduction is $34.35 billion .
2•

The total fiscal impact of Proposition 13 on
local agencies will exceed the estimated $7 billion loss.
Such estimate does not include reductions in federal
revenue sharing ($45 million), loss of federal CETA
monies ($500 million) and loss of federal and state
funding which is contigent upon local matching funds.

3.

Property taxes comprise a portion of available
general revenues (all revenues excluding offsetting
fees or charges, and revenues from the state or
federal government).

For counties, the amount

is 70% and for cities, the amount is 37%.

I
4.

Available general revenues will be reduced under
Proposition 13:40% for counties, 21% for cities.

5.

Special districts will lose between 0% and 57%
of their total revenues.

l

The "local cost" of se

6.

ces (degree of dependence

on available general revenues) varies.
See Table 1- Counties (p. 211), and Table 3 -
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ecial Districts - (p. 256).

The same service may be affected quite differently
depending upon the
service.
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12.

Proposition 13 will curtail the ability of local
governments to finance public improvements through the
issuance of general obligation bonds and seriously
jeopardize outstanding tax allocation bonds (p. 337).

iii
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INTRODUCTION
This report was prepared by a task force of consultants of
each Assembly standing

committe~

whose jurisdiction includes

local programs or services impacted by Proposition 13.
The primary purpose of this report is to provide an examination of the potential impacts of Proposition 13 on the governmental services provided by cities, counties and special districts
within California, assuming that replacement revenues will not be
made available to offset the reduction in revenues occasioned by
Proposition 13.

(A separate task force has independently examined

the impact on the state school system).
This report assumes a working knowledge of both property taxes
and Proposition 13 on the part of the reader.

For a more detailed

discussion of Proposition 13, refer to either Facts About Proposition 13 (February 21, 1978) by the Assembly Revenue and Taxation
Committee staff, or An Analysis of Proposition 13 (May 1978) by
the Legislative Analyst.

A background on the property tax is in-

cluded in pages 9-29 of the Analyst's report.
Several individual local gvernments have already prepared
detailed analyses of the anticipated impact of the Proposition
and the impact that the projected reduction in property tax
revenues will have on the provision of services by that particular jurisdiction.

This report, however, does not attempt to

verify, challenge or duplicate these efforts, nor does it focus
on specific local agencies.
Because of the tremendous variation between and among cities,
counties and special districts, in both the number and types of
-1-
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maintenance

districts receive 90 to 100 percent of their revenues from property taxes.
Another frequent assertion is that the $7 billion reduction
will eliminate waste in local budgets, and cut out the "dead
wood" employees.
First, Proposition 13 does not pick and choose which agencies
receive cutbacks in funding.

Cuts are predicated solely on the

basis of an agency's dependence on property tax revenues.

Some

"wasteful" agencies may escape with minimal cuts or no cuts at all.
Second, some agencies may not have any "waste" that can be
trimmed, so that any required cut would have to be made in the
funding of essential services.
Third, it should be noted that because local governments are
service providers, the functions of local government are labor
intensive.

Thus, where reductions in services are necessitated

by Proposition 13, such reductions will be effected in the form
of reductions in employees.
Fourth, the layoff of employees is governed primarily by
seniority so that the last hired are the first fired.

The ini-

tiative does not provide for picking and choosing among employees
to assure that the most productive employees are retained.
Finally, many functions of local governments are mandated
by the state or federal government, and cannot be eliminated,
and in some instances, the local support for such functions cannot be reduced.
A misconception that involves a recent lawsuit and an order
to change a proponent's ballot argument on Proposition 13 deals
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Likewise, there is no mandate in Proposition 13 that other
"non-property-related services" such as health and welfare be
taken off the property tax.
The final misconception 1s that the local revenue loss is
"only" $7 billion.

In fact, the loss will be much higher in

1978-79.
Other revenue losses, include federal revenue sharing
($45 million), federal CETA monies ($500 million), and federal
and state grants which are contingent upon local matching funds
(impact unknown).

Over $12 billion in federal money for public

assistance and health care alone is transmitted to California
residents through county and state government.

A significant

percentage of this funding will be effected by reductions in
county contributions as will another $1 billion in environmental
and transportation grants.

The reduction of one local dollar

may leverage the loss of between three dollars and nine dollars
of state or federal funding, thus, magnifying the local impact.
Further, local agencies will lose a substantial amount of
interest income earned on the investment of local revenues ($7
billion at three percent annual interest amounts to $210 million).
In future years, the loss of gross property taxes alone
(taxes plus state homeowners and business inventory subventions)
under Proposition 13 escalates rapidly.

In 1979-80 this loss

becomes $8.1 billion; in 1980-81, $9.05 billion; and in 1981-82,
$10.1 billion.

The accumulated gross property tax loss over

these four years is over $34 billion.

(See appendix 1)

This report is organized as follows:
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still other services are funded in whole or in part by state or
federal revenues,
The funding of services is expressed as a "local cost. 11
For purposes of this report, "local cost" is defined as the total
cost of the service less any offsetting revenues generated by
the provision of the service either in the form of user fees or
revenues from other governments.

•

Revenues generated by the

service are credited against the cost of providing that service,
regardless of whether or not such revenues are legally designated or earmarked by local agencies for that particular service
or program.
The "local cost" component gives an indication of the
relative dependence of the particular service on general revenues,
i.e., non-earmarked or offsetting revenues.

For most local

agencies, the bulk of this general revenue is comprised of gross
property taxes (including state homeowners and business inventory exemption subvention payments).

As used in this report,

general revenue includes gross property taxes, local sales and
use taxes, documentary transfer taxes, hotel/motel (transient
occupancy) taxes, aircraft, livestock and cotton taxes, franchise taxes, state motor vehicle in lieu subventions, state
cigarette tax subventions, federal revenue sharing, and interest
lncome.
The percentage of this general revenue represented by gross
property taxes varies from agency to agency.

However, this

report assumes an average of 70% for counties and 37% for cities.
Special districts are treated differently as is noted in that
part.

-7-

est

of

lis

s not

OS

revenues

erms of
le t

avail

ent

c

sit

rnments to

re

generate p

ient

s

revenues to mee

ar ser-

p

vice or
is

r

a program or s

to not
e

s

1 local

er

11

collections, over

rcent-

re

r

ies

not

s

wou

fiscal year 1978-7
-8-

received 1n

tax

Thi.s assumes th_at all local agencies sh_are in the re

tion

proportionately, based on their share of the total property tax
revenues from the current year,

However, Proposition 13 does not

mandate any allocation plan and the Legislature is not limited to
this particular option in designing an allocation system.
In addition, this report also assumes that 1911 Act "special
assessment tax" and 1913 Act "special ad valorem assessments,"

•

which are levied for maintenance expenses are ad valorem taxes,
and thus, subject to the one percent limit.
In light of these assumptions and oased on property tax
revenues alone, counties will realize a reduction in available
general revenues of 40% and cities will realize a reduction of
21%.
However, the impact on general revenues cannot be determined
solely by looking at property tax reductions.

As previously

mentioned, other revenue sources besides property taxes may be
endangered, based on the budgetary decisions made by each entity.
Two of these revenue sources -- federal revenue sharing and
interest income -- are included within the so-called general
revenue category, along with property taxes.

Therefore, it

must be emphasized that the 40% (county) and 21% (city) reductions in general revenue are conservative; the losses may well
be higher.
This factor, plus the possibility of other state and federal
funding reductions, may lead to much hi.gher reductions in total
revenues,

Such total 1;evenue reductions estimated by the Legis-

lative Analyst, based only on property ta-x reductions are:
-9-
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Local government cash flow
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Federal revenue sharing
Liability insurance
• Finally, the report contains

three appendices:

A comparison of property tax revenues
current law and under Proposition 13

under
(1978-79 to 1981-82)

Summary of the Los Angeles County 1978-79 alternative
budget (under Proposition 13)
Legal opinions relative to Proposition 13
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SUMMARY OF LEGAL QUESTIONS
AND IMPACTS OF
PROPOSITION 13
Proposition 13 is divided into four major sections: a 1%
limit on property tax revenues (Section 1); limitations on
assessments (Section 2) ; and voter approval requirements for
future tax increases by the state (Section 3), and local

•

government (Section 4).
The following analysis highlights the various interpretations of the principal legal questions arising from
the language of the Proposition.

Some of the Proposition•s

provisions are quite obscure, thus rendering a definitive
interpretation impossible, short of any final judgment
reached by the State Supreme Court.

Where applicable,

brief citations of applicable Legislative Counsel opinions
are cited

------·------------------The 1% Limit
Section 1.
(a)

The maximum amount of any ad valorem tax on real
property shall not exceed one percent (1%) of
the full cash value of such property.

The one

percent (1%) tax to be collected by the counties
and apportioned according to law to the districts
within the counties.

b)

The 1
1

asses
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s
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e
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tv nf

tax.

2.
1

3.

rate 1
each
taxes
1

4.
tax.
to

If
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lear whether an
its

jur

code area to tax code
to the

tax

or

1

1

Legislative Counsel believes that in most

tances

the county will levy the entire 1% tax, and that such
rate would be uniform (Opinion #17388, p. 11).
5.

It is unclear what impact Proposition 13 would have on

the maximum tax rate limits established under SB 90 (1972) .
Under these limits, only 9 counties could levy a property
tax rate as high as $4.00

•

(Del Norte, Los Angeles, Mendo-

cino, Riverside, Sacramento, San Francisco, Sierra, Tulare
and Yuba).

Thus, 49 counties would not be able to levy

a tax as high as the 1% allowed.
6.

The use of the term

11

districts" appears to preclude

cities and counties from receiving any of the 1% levies.
Legislative Counsel believes that cities and counties
would not be construed as "districts" under present statutes,
although the Legislature would have the power to define
"districts".
7.

(Opinion #17388, p. 5-6)

It is unclear what impact Section 1 would have on

special districts or school districts whose boundaries
encompass more than one county.
"districts

within the counties".

Section l(a) refers to
This appears to refer

to intra-county agencies only, and may preclude intercounty agencies from receiving any of the 1% revenues.
8.

Section l(b) appears to prohibit the levy of property

taxes above the 1% limit to pay the interest and principal
on outstanding bonds which have not been voted by the people.
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Counsel believes the tax applies after the HOE (Opinion
#17388, p.2).
11.

Section 1 specifically refers to real property.

It is

not clear whether personal property (boats, inventories, some
office furnishings, etc.} are to be outside the limit, or
whether they are not to be taxed at all.
Legislative Counsel believes that personal property
is subject to the limit under Article XIII, Section 2
(Opinion #17388, p. 13).
12.

The limitation applies to the "full cash value" of

real property which is subsequently defined in Section 2(a)
as the "County Assessors (sic) valuation of real property."
This ignores the fact that utilities and common carriers
in California are assessed not by the county assessor, but
by the State Board of Equalization.

By such omission, it

is unclear whether state-assessed property would escape
ad valorem taxes entirely, or be subject to tax in excess
of the 1% limit, or be subject to tax within the 1% limit.
Legislative Counsel believes state-assessed property
would be subject to the 1% limit (Opinion #17388, p. 18).
13.

It is unclear whether the tax rate applicable to the

unsecured roll would be required to be the same as that
levied on the secured roll.

Article XIII 12(a) provides

that unsecured property be taxed at the prior year's
secured tax rate, while 12(b) requires an adjustment of
the unsecured rate in any year in which the assessment
ratio is changed.
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3

7

THE ASSESSMENT "FREEZE"
Section 2.
(a)

The full cash value means the County Assessors
valuation of real property as shown on the
1975-76 tax bill under "full cash value", or
thereafter, the appraised value of real property
when purchased, newly constructed, or a change
in ownership has occurred after the 1975
assessment.

All real property not already

assessed up to the 1975-76 tax levels may be
reassessed to reflect that valuation.
(b)

The Fair market value base may reflect from
year to year the inflationary rate not to exceed
two percent (2%)

for any given year or reduction

as shown in the consumer price index or comparable data for the area under taxing jursidiction.
--------------------~ ~~~~--------------------

1.

Section 2(a) provides for an assessment limitation

whereby value of all real property would initially

I

revert to the 1975-76 "County Assessor's valuation".

It

is unclear whether the value of either state assessed
property, or personal property, or both, would also revert
to this level.
Legislative Counsel believes there would be no
necessity to change the existing method of assessing
personal property {Opinion #17388, p. 13-15).
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entire property to its fair market value as of that date.
It is unclear whether such increased value would be
reflected on the next succeeding lien date, or whether
reassessments would take place throughout the year as of
the actual date of purchase, completion of construction, etc.
4.

A "change in ownership" not only includes a physical

transfer by voluntary sale, but also includes transfers
to a surviving spouse upon death (from community property
to separate property) .

Additional changes of ownership

includes bankruptcy, foreclosure, dissolution of
partnership, diss

of tenancy in common, tax sale,

eminent domain or condemnation.
5.

It may become difficult to determine when a property

has in fact been "purchased" or "changed ownership".

It

would be to the advantage of property owners to handle a
sale in a concealed manner, so as to avoid reappraisal.
Property might also be conveyed to a corporation, with
changes of ownership arranged through transfers of stock
in the corporation, rather than through recorded sales.
6.

The initiative prov

reassessment of "newly

constructed" property, but this term is undefined.

It is

unclear whether improvement to real property would trigger
a complete reappraisal of the entire property to present
value, or only a reappraisal of the improvement.
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9.

The annual increase may be less than 2% only if the

CPI increase is less than that amount; this has not
happened since 1964, when the increase was 1.6% (gains
of less than 2% were relatively common
and early 60's).

the late SO's

A decrease in value apparently may

occur only when the consumer price index drops.
last drop was 10.

(The

.3% in 1955.)

Many properties in California decline in value,

whether through deteriorating neighborhoods, shifts in
economic activity, fire, flood, etc.

The Proposition

provides no method of adjusting assessments for such
reductions in value, other than through the sale of the
property, even if a damaged property was no longer
left standing.
Article XIII, Section 15 of the Constitution permits
the Legislature to authorize local government to reassess
property physically damaged or destroyed after the lien
date to which present assessment relates; this has been
authorized by statute.

However, as a latter enactment

to the Constitution, Section 2(a) appears to supercede
this authorization by mandating a specific level of
assessment.
11.

The concluding sentence of Section 2(a), provides

that "property not already assessed to the 1975-76 tax
levels may be reassessed to reflect that valuation",
which is earlier defined as "full cash value" or "fair
-22-
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been harvested

and is no longer even on the land would continue to
taxed in future years.
Legislative Counsel cities two possibilities:

{l)

Proposition 13 supercedes Article XIII, Section 3(j), in
which case Counsel believes the yield tax is unconstitutional, or (2) that the yield tax is valid and would
continue, as long as the total tax on timberlands did
not exceed 1% of full cash value {Opinion #17522).
The Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee staff
believes that Article XIII, Section 3{j) paragraph (2)
is operative only if the Legislature seeks to replace
the property tax with a qualified substitute; the
property tax was removed only upon enactment of the
yield tax and various other required provisions.

The

Constitution never precluded the Legislature from
enacting a yield tax in addition to the property tax.
If Proposition 13 supercedes the timberland value provisions of 3(j), then the effect would appear to be
to disallow the yield tax as a qualified substitute,
meaning the property tax is once again imposed, and the
immature timber exemption again valid.

However, nothing

in 3(j) or statute requires automatic repeal of the
yield tax.
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LOCAL TAX INCREASES
Section 4
Cities, Counties

special districts, by a two-

thirds vote of the qualified electors of such
district, may impose special taxes on such
district, except ad valorem taxes on real
property or a transaction tax or sales tax on

•

the sale of real property with

such City,

County of special district.
1.

Section 4 does not define the term "qualified electors".
The term "elector 11 is defined in the State Elections

Code as " ... a United States citizen 18 years of age or
older and a resident of an election precinct at least 29
days prior to an election."
"qualified elector."

I

There

no definition of

elector who is not mentally

incompetent or imprisoned may reg

to vote, and is

then called a "voter" (Elections Code, Sections 17,18).
The two-thirds vote requirement of Section 4 thus can be

I

read as meaning two-thirds of all electors, whether
registered or not.
A two-thirds major

in favor of any given issue

is difficult to achieve, much less 2/3ds turnout of all
registered voters.

Turnouts for municipal elections are

traditionally for less than for statewide elections, and
often do not exceed 25%.

Based on the 1974 General

Election, 104% of the actual voter turnout would have
-27-

d

Th

only to a tax the

, that "special taxes"

local agency
Leg isla t

to levy.

e

not

ial tax "is an

Counsel believes a

a 'special', as

otherwise authorized tax imposed
opposed to a 'general'

1 purpose", and does

not include "special assessments on property based on
benefit" (Opinion #6250-1978).

•

Counsel also believes that

agenc

(a) may

not use the "special tax'' provisions to levy a personal
income tax or corporate
1977),

fr~nchisetax

(Opinion #17521-

(b) may continue to levy and increase "fees" or

"charges" imposed for benef

without a vote of the

people (Opinion #6251-1978) ,

(c) may not levy a tax on

an insurer (#6250) , and (d) may levy any tax or increase
in a tax for county

fund purposes without such

tax being termed a
3.

ial tax" (#6250).

It appears that the

lature

authorize those

continue to

ies, which

do so, to impose various "special" taxes.
would

a

or

the power to
Such an action

vote, since it would be a

local, not a state tax being voted upon.
Legislative Counsel believes the state may continue
to authorize local taxes under Article XIII, Section 24,
and that charter cities may continue to impose any tax
not preempted by the state (Opinion #6250) .
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4.

Section 4

s

of

ad

or not
lude
ad

"

tax

route.

CONSTITUTIONAL LEGAL QUESTIONS
There are five major legal questions on constitutional
grounds which have been raised in connection with
Proposition 13.
1.

•

Does the proposition deal with more than one subject?
Article II, Section 8(d} of the California Constitution

states:

"An initiative measure embracing more than one

subject may not be submitted to the electors or have any
effect."
This question was ajudicated in the Sacramento
Superior Court prior to the date of printing ballot
pamphlets.

The plaintiff sought to have the proposition

stricken from the ballot, but the judge ruled that the
proposition dealt with "taxes", and that Article II, 8(d)
should be interpreted broadly to give the electorate a
chance to vote the measure up or down.

The judge did,

however, order the Attorney General's ballot title to be
reworded to better reflect the breadth of the proposition.
Another initiative measure, Proposition 9 of 1974
(Political Reform Act) has been ruled invalid in Los
Angeles Superior Court on these groundsi that decision is
on appeal to the State Supreme Court.
2.

Does the proposition represent an impairment of

contract?
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for

of the laws."

Comparable state prohibition is conta

in Article I, Section 7(

and (b).

It may be argued that

the effect of the assessment limitation provisions of
Section 2 is to create widely disparate tax burdens on
identical properties of neighboring property owners, for
payment of identical levels of public service.
It may also be argued that property tax reductions

•

may have unequal effects on the same service provided
to citizens of the same county, e.g. fire protection.
Such service disparities would be predicated on whether
a citizen is served by one or another city's fire
department, or by a fire protection district, all of
which rely to varying degrees on property taxes for
support of their services.
4.

Does the proposition violate "due process"?
The 5th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, and

Article I, Section 7 of the State Constitution require
"due process of law".

Property tax reductions under

Proposition 13 may lead to unavoidable cutbacks in
funding of services otherwise mandated by state or
federal law, especially in the areas of health, public
assistance and social services, and the judicial system.
Further, local officials may assert that the limited
time frame allowed by Proposition 13 denies them the
opportunity for an orderly implementation of its provisions.
Some of the provisions may be impossible to comply with,
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Section 21.

School District Taxes

This section provides that the Legislature shall provide
for an annual levy by county governing bodies of school district
taxes sufficient to produce annual revenues for each district.
Section l(a) of Proposition 13 provides that the taxes collected
by the counties will be limited to 1 percent of full cash value
and will be "apportioned according to law to the districts
within the counties." This clearly repeals Section 21.
Section 22.

State Taxes on Real Property

Section 3 of Proposition 13 prohibits the imposition of
any "new ad valorem taxes on real property or sales or transaction taxes on the sales of real property'1 by the State. This
is in direct conflict with this Section 22 which authorizes the
State to obtain up to 25 percent of its revenues from a state
property tax.
Section 24.

State Taxes for Local Purposes

This section states that the Legislature may not impose
taxes for local purposes but may authorize local governments
to impose them. Proposition 13 removes from local governments
any and all authority to tax and instead places all local taxing
power in the people. The Legislature can no longer delegate
taxing power to local governments.
Section 27 and 28.

Taxation of Banks, Corporations and
Insurance Companies

These sections allow taxes on banks, corporations and
insurance companies to be changed by the Legislature with a
simple majority in both houses. Section 3 of Proposition 13
amends these sections by requiring a 2/3rd vote in each house
to change any state taxes.

ARTICLE XVI
Section 16.

Redevelopment Projects

Section 18.

Debt Limit

Section 19.

Special Assessments

All three of the above sections are in conflict with
Proposition 13 and to the extent of the conflict are deemed
amended.
RFL:sja
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COUNTIES
Introduction
The 58 counties in California act as administrative
agents of the State and are responsible for the provision of such
services as health care, public assistance, and court-related
services.

•

Counties also provide basic governmental services

within both urban and rural areas .
The table on page 43

lists the services most usually

provided by counties, indicates the "local cost" for each service,
the approximate funding reduction under Proposition 13 and whether
the service is mandated.
For purposes of this analysis,

it is assumed that

property taxes compose approximately 70% of the revenues used to
fund the "local cost" portion of county services.

Thus, based

on an average reduction of 57% in property tax collections under
Proposition 13, a county's general revenue available to meet the
local cost of services would be reduced by 40%.
The impact of Proposition 13 will vary from county to
county, depending upon a county's degree of property tax
dependence as well as value judgments made and priorities set by
the board of supervisors with regard to various programs over
which they have discretion.
There is no doubt, however, that most county general
government and fiscal functions will lose at least 30% of their
revenue.

The areas which appear to suffer the greatest cutbacks
-39-

are
essor,

ire
ct
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are,

s

ice

be

these

whet he
be cost-effect

will

Proposition 13 will necessitate in the functions and duties of
various departments.
The assessor, for example, would incur a 36% reduct
in available funding to meet his local cost.

However, although

the level at which the assessor performs his duties is subject
to local discretion, there is a direct correlation between
money expended on the assessor's functions and revenue produced

•

for the county and other taxing entities.

Under Proposition 13,

the assessor's task will be vastly complicated.

The assessor

will have to reappraise all property on the March 1, 1975 lien
date, increase the value of each property by 2% per year,
reappraise property sold, improved, or constructed since
March l, 1975, and add the 2% factor to all assessments each year
after 1978-79.

A cut in the assessor's 78-79 budget could

result in an uncompleted assessment roll for that year, and may
delay the addition of appropriate values, and therefore revenues.
Under Proposition 13, the assessor will probably have to pursue
more vigorously than at present all sold and improved property,
since taxpayers may seek to disguise any sale or improvement to
avoid subsequent tax increases.

Hence, any deletion in the

assessor's revenue would not be cost effective, and might
diminish revenues even more.
Areas of general government services which some may
not consider essential, such as libraries, museums, and economic
development, the farm advisor and consumer services could be
deleted entirely from the budget, thus reserving revenue from
those functions for other services.
-41-

Alternatively, libraries,

TABLE 1
COUNTIES

Approximate
Local Cost

Approximate
Funding
Reduction Under
Proposition 13

%

%

Agricultural
Commissioner

77

31

yes

Animal Control

18

7

yes

Assessor

90

36

yes

Auditor-Controller

90

36

yes

100

40

yes

99

40

no

Chief Administrative
Officer

100

40

no

Consumer Protection

100

40

no

99/60

40/24

yes

Function

I

Board of Supervisors
Central Administrative
Services

Coroner/Public
Administrator-Guardian
County Clerk
County Counsel
County Museum
Courts
Municipal
Superior

State
Mandate

4-27

yes

84

34

yes

100

40

no

10-68

65-85

19-26

yes

85-95

34-38

yes

90

36

yes

0

0

yes

District Attorney
General
Child Support
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Page 3

Counties

Approximate
Local Cost

Approximate
Funding
Reduction Under
Proposition 13

%

%

Ambulatory Care

75

30

yes

Home Care

81

32

yes

Child Health

89
__ (b)

36

yes

Function

•

Alcoholism

State
Mandate

no

Drug Abuse

no

Ambulance

70

28

no

Other

71

28

no

100

40

yes

Parks and Recreation

80

32

no

Planning

85

34

yes

Probation

85

34

yes

Public Defender

95

38

yes

Public Library

90

36

no

Public Social Services
AFDC - Family Groups
and Unemployed

17

7

yes

40

16

yes

SSI/SSP

100

40

yes (a)

General Assistance

100

40

yes

Indochinese Refugee
Assistance Program<c)

100

40

yes

0

0

yes

Local Agency Formation
Commission

AFDC - Boarding Homes
and Institutions

Cuban Refugee Program
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s

2

2
1

25
25

10

25
5

s

10

s

Care
AFDC

XX
WIN
p

0

Grants

no

2
1

Centers

no

no
no
no

Care

Aged

50

20

no

Page 5

Counties

Function
Vocational
Rehabilitation(c)
Licensing of Community
Care Facilities
Public Works

Approximate
Local Cost

Approximate
Funding
Reduction Under
Proposition 13

%

%

100

40

no

15

6

no

State
Mandate

33-50

13-20

yes

Recorder

0

0

yes

Registrar of Voters

83

33

yes

80-95

32-38

yes

100

40

no

Streets and Roads

27

11

yes

Surveyor

85

18

yes

TreasurerTax Collector

85

34

yes

Weights and Measures

99

21

yes

Sheriff
Special District

(a) Mandated with no discretion over level of funding
(b) Costs of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Programs may be in the category
of other health care programs.
(c) Reduction in county's share only
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AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER
Description

s

for agr

is

disease and pest contro , pes

ide

use enforcement,

weed abatement, the quality control of agricultural
commodities, and

compiling agricultural statistics.

Legal Basis
Agriculture) mandate

Sections 2001 and 2281 (Food

the position of commissioneri numerous sections in the
Food and Agriculture, Health and Safety, and Government
Codes prescribe state-mandated duties.
Funding
The State pays the commissioner's salary, and
personnel costs for particular programs.

Inspection

and abatement fees offset local costs to some extent.
The total local cost of this program is approximately
77 %.

Impact of Proposition 13
3~%

reduct

funding.

Options
The county could reduce

level of inspection

and weed and pest control services now available to
farmers, or the county could increase inspection and
abatement fees to offset costs.
The State Legislature could increase the State's share
of the commissioner's costs, or eliminate some or all
mandated functions and costs of the commissioner's office.
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Description
State

require counties to

fulfill various requirements

regard to health of

domestic, as well as wild and predatory
especially as it relates to
as rabies.

animals,

control of such diseases

This is normal

a county health department

function, but some counties

to establish a

separate Department of

Control.

Other mandatory functions

animal control,

enforcement of animal regulat
and licensing.

care, housing

A non-mandatory service

many counties is the operation of

formed by
and neutering

cl
Legal Basis
Sect

s

1920

Agriculture), 597 (

) and 2

, 30501 (Food and
- 25803 (Government

Code) .
Funding
Most of the revenue
function is der
other animals.

of this
1

es and licenses for

Fees for other s

ing

inoculations, and fines for
are also a small portion

lations
such revenue.

is approximately a 17% to 20%
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cost

Animal control

Impact of Proposition 13
7-8%

reduction in funding.

Options
Since animal control functions will be little affected
by Proposition 13, increases in

li~ense

could be made to replace lost revenues .

•
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fees and penalties

ASSESSOR
Description
The assessor has a variety of functions,

including

assessing property at 25% of market value and reappraising such
properties on a cyclical basis, updating map records, processing
ownership changes, sales verification and legal property
descriptions.

The assessor also performs audits on businesses

with $100,000 or more cash value in tangible personal property
at least once every four years.

Another function is the

processing of exemption claims for homeowners, veterans, churches,
cemeteries, museums, public schools and libraries, and the
personal property tax exemption.

In addition, the assessor

appears at assessment appeals board hearings to defend and
substantiate assessments.
Funding
The assessor and functions performed by his office are
mandated by statute.

The local general fund dependence of the

assessor's office ranges between 85% and 95%.
revenue comes from the sale of parcel

The balance of

, indexes and fees for

other such services.
Legal Basis
The assessor and functions performed by his office
are mandated by statute.

Article XIII California Constitution;

Section 24009 (Government Code), Section 469 (Revenue & Taxation
Code).
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Impact of Proposition 13
The assessor's functions would incur approx

a

36% reduction in funding.
Funding
The local general fund dependence of the assessor's
office ranges between 85% and 95%.

The balance of revenue comes

from the sale of parcel maps, indexes and fees for other such
services.

Options
Although the assessor's functions are mandated by the
State, the level at which the assessor performs his duties is
subject to local discretion.

However, under Proposition 13, the

assessment process will be revised and, at least in the initial
years, the assessor's task will be vastly more complicated.
Under

ition 13,

assessor must reappraise all property

as of the March l, 1975 lien date.

He must then increase the

value of each property by 2% a year up to the 1978-79 fiscal
year.

If a property has been sold or improved as of March 1,

1975, he must then reappraise it at its current value and add it
to the assessor's roll.

Thus, a cut in the assessor's 1978-79

budget could result in a uncompleted 78-79 assessment roll, and
to that extent the county would be forgoing potential property
tax revenues due to the assessor's inability to place all
potential properties values on the assessor's roll.
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audits of

ial districts, and

by

super

34 - 38%

warrant reimbursements

of schools.

reduction in funding.

Options
13,

Under

may be some reduction in

vendor payments, claims

and pre-audit functions, due

to the overall reduction in county spending.

However, the

initiative provides that counties shall collect and apportion
all property tax revenue.

Th

means that, in lieu of

state or court directives, each county will have to determine
its own allocation system and any new form of calculating
local agency tax rates or certifying assessed values will
fall upon the

iter-controller.

ion may

in the

in less

for the county's

stringent
tax

Moreover, any reduction

1
There

1

e
for other

likelihood that the auditor-controller
for performing audits or issuing warrants
ies or local
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BOARD

OF SUPERVISORS

Description
The Board of Supervisors is the elected governing
of the county and the ex off

io governing body of various

special districts and commissions.
Legal Basis
The State Constitution prescribes

each charter

county shall have a five-member elec
and Section 25000 (Government

governing body,
requ

each

law county to have a five-member elected board of
supervisors.
Funding
Revenue for support

salar

of the

is a

100% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
40% reduction

fund

Options
The county board could reduce the salary and compensation for members of

, as well as staff, s

and services.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
Description
Central administrative services are normally those
functions which provide administrative services to the
county as a whole, as well as its various departments.
These may include communications, microfilming, printing,
blue printing, data processing, computer services, and
interdepartmental messenger and mail service.

Other

than the mechanical administrative services, central
administration may include the personnel department
and the finance director.
Legal Basis
None of these functions is mandated by state law
per se.

However, provisions for a personnel classifi-

cation system, if adopted by a county, are governed by
statute as is the requirement for the establishment of
a civil service commission if a civil service system is
adopted.

Sections 25208, 31100 - 31108, 31110 - 31117,

and 50080 - 50085 (Government Code) ; Sections 25105,
26205 - 26205.5 (Government Code); Sections 25484 25485 (Government Code) .
Funding
Central administrative functions are almost entirely,
(99%), a local cost for counties, except for those fees
generated from printing and duplicating of materials
available and sold to the public.
-56-

Impact of Proposition 13
40%
Options
The county could reduce the level of administrative
services and management functions, or eliminate
It could also increase fees

duplicating and like

services.
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CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER
Description
The Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)

is appointed by

the board of supervisors to prepare the county budget,
conduct program planning and evaluation, analyze legislation, conduct management audits, carry out policy and advise
the board of supervisors on policy matters, and coordinate
grants and the activities of the central administration
and various county departments; in short,to serve as
the administrative arm of the board.
Legal Basis
The CAO is non-mandatory, but is a necessary outgrowth
of the board of supervisors, and performs many mandated
county functions on behalf of the board.
Funding
The office of the CAO is a 100% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
1

46%

reduction in funding.

Options
Certain functions of the CAO could be reduced or
eliminated, such as independent analysis of fiscal or
personal matters, staff evaluation of programs or
expenditure requests, i.e.

basically personal cuts.

There is no option of levying a fee for services.
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CONSUMER PROTECTION
Description
Some counties provide consumer protection services
to the buying public through inves

ation and mediation

of individual consumer complaints, education, referrals,
and representation of consumers in certain legal actions.
These services may be handled either

a separate

department, or by the District Attorney.
Legal Basis
These are non-mandatory services.
Funding
Consumer protection services are a 100% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
40% reduction

fund

Options
Counties may choose to
protection services.

Where

separate department, certa
to the

or

te consumer

ces are performed by a
functions might be transferred

ict Attorney's Off
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CORONER/PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR/PUBLIC GUARDIAN
Oeser
The county coroner,is mandated

state law, and is

responsible for determining the circumstances, manner and
cause of all violent, sudden or unusual deaths in the county.
The sheriff performs this function in many smaller counties.
The publ

administrator is required to take immediate

charge of the property of persons who have died when no executor or administrator has been appointed.

The public

administrator must also petition for authority to administer
an estate of a decedent who has no known heirs.
The public guardian (or conservator) , by court appointment, acts as guardian of any individual found to be gravely
disabled, or incompetant or in need of assistance.
public guardian manages the estate, appl

The

for benefits,

and disburses income for such persons.

Coroner:

Government Code 27460-27531, et seq.,

Evidence Code 901-1020, Health and Safety Code 7000, et seq.,
Penal Code 142, et sew., and Sections of Code of Civil
Procedure, Labor, Military and Veterans, Probate and Vehicle
Codes.
Publ

Administrator/Guardian:

Government Code Section

24000; Section 1140 of the Probate Code; and Sections 5350,
5351, 5355, and 8006 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
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Funding
The coroner is a 99% local cost
guardian is approximately a 60%

l cost.

reimbursement of county expenses
is settled, and state

The public

the

s

Revenues include
edent's estate

e Act funds for Lanterman-

Petris-Short Act expenditures.
Impact of Proposition 13
40% reduc

coroner

ing; 24%

in public adminis
Options
Options are limited to cutbacks
Fees from estates are 1

to re
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the level of serv
sement for costs.

iding officer of

assists

c

The

1 and criminal courts, files a multitude

various c
of documents

the courts, issues marr

handles

filings and

functions, and

most

licenses,

record

ing

serves as the clerk to

the county board of supervisors.

In th

1

of

functions, the clerk records board activities and
assures that all proper legal notices involving board
are made.

In add

, the county clerk may

serve as the clerk to the assessment appeals board
and joint powers authorities.

Art

le VI, Section 14, and Ar

Cali

Constitution;

le XI, Section 5,

26800 of the Government

Code mandates these functions.

Most of the c

functions are offset by

s f

, and fees for licenses and permits which

1

are prescribed by statute, and which the clerk is
authorized to collect.

However, this percentage

varies, depending on the fee structure and business/
court activity in each county.
Ange

County is about 10%.

The local cost in Los
In San Bernardino County,

is 68%.
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Impact of Proposition 13
4

27%
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s
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statutor
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Counsel may
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He
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e required

law provide legal s

tr

their

of the Counsel

t.

tricts

to special
The most frequent duties
the

lude

Labor

negotiations, juvenile proceedings, assessment appeal
hear

domain cases, and other court matters

to wh

a

of contracts,

as well as
other legal documents.

Sections 27640 - 27645 (Government Code) and

s
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The off
cost,
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Impact of Proposition 13
34%. reduction

Options
The legal function of

s

pensable, and under Propos

13 may increase

terms

of tax assessment appeals cases, advice on new ordinances,
and litigation that may ar

e

s

or the imposition of higher s

cutbacks
fees

the Board of

Supervisors.
Increased fees for

cases and

work

done for special districts and school districts could be
imposed, but to the extent Proposition 13 affects spec
districts and school districts, their requests for
services may be diminished

e of the extra cost

to those entities.
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COUNTY MUSEUM
Description
Most counties have at least modest displays of historical significance and the service level varies on a
county by county basis.

Some counties, such as Los Angeles,

operate major institutions (Museum of Art, Museum of
Natural History) .

Some of the functions of county museums

include exhibitions, loan arrangements, curatorial research,
educational research libraries, and art education programs.
Legal Basis
Sections 5120 - 5138 (Public Resources) authorize
counties to provide museum functions at county option.
However, some counties provide such functions subject to
contract with private institutions.
Funding
Some counties have established foundations, which
generate private contributions, and some revenue is received
from other private sources.

Fees for the loan of various

items to schools and other museums and entrance fees to the
general public, where charged, constitute a small portion
of revenues.

State law limits the imposition of any fees

to reimbursement of certain services provided by the museum.
Some counties utilize revenue sharing funds to finance
part of museum maintenance and operations.
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MUNICIPAL AND JUDICIAL COURTS

or districts within counties, with 40,000
, have a municipal court.

populat

Justice courts are

counties, or districts in counties, with under

loc

40,000 population.

•

The municipal courts are responsible for hearing
and

sing civil actions up to $5,000 (Section 89 -

Code of Civil Procedure} .

Such court actions require an

tment of clerk and judicial personnel to process
documents and preside at any court hearings that may be
necessary.

Civil matters are required to be heard within

a reasonable time and unlawful detainer matters, by law,
are

ed to a higher priority than any other civil

matter.
Small claims (up to $750) are also heard in municipal
courts (Sec

117 - Code of Civil Procedure).

On criminal offenses, municipal courts conduct a
hear

1
(Sec

17, 18

to weigh the evidence
62- Penal Code).

the case

The court must

defendants their constitutional rights, and
hear felony cases within 10 days, and misdemeanor cases
30 days, after arraignment if the defendant is
in custody.

Such court actions require an investment

of clerk personnel to process documents and judicial
personnel to preside at the arraignment and preliminary
hearing.
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Impact of Proposition 13
19 - 26% reduction in funding.
Options
Counties may urge their municipal court judges to
impose the maximum fine allowed by state law for each
offense committed, in an effort to raise more revenues.
However, state law prescribes the range of fines which
may be levied on a given violation or infraction.
The courts may schedule trial dates no sooner than
that required by law, and encourage defendants to waive
their right to a speedy trial.
The courts may encourage the use of bail-by-mail
for traffic violations, to reduce court congestion.
The county may choose to close various courthouses
entirely, and consolidate functions in fewer facilities.
Excess court space may be reallocated to other county
offices in lieu of leased facilities, or sold.
Constitutional and statutory priorities require
that the impact of any reduction fall most heavily upon
the civil and traff

operations of the Courts.

Civil

cases, small claims and unlawful detainer cases may be
heard less frequently.

However, such reductions may

result in delays in violation

of state law or the

Constitution.
Counties could renegotiate the percentage split
between cities and the county of vehicle code fines
and bail forfeitures.

Since cities would be most
-70-
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Description
The

economic development

the promotion of trade

is basically

commerce to attract outs
with

iness resources to

preparation of s

the county.

Activ-

tical data and facts

and information about the county and responses to

I

requests for informat

spec if

Legal Basis
This

an optional county program.

Funding
Funding for this function is a 99% local cost.
in some count
tax for th

40%

However,

revenue is designated from the hotele.

in funding.

Options
Th

funct

be eliminated or, if continued,

requests, brochures, and the like could be
provided for

which would be applied to offset

cost of economic development.
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Funding
Section 14150 of the Welfare and Institutions Code
sets each county's contribution to the Medi-Cal program.
This is a fixed amount that increases at the same rate
as assessed values increase in the county.
Based on the formula prescribed by statute, in
FY 1973-74, the counties contributed approximately 15.5%

•

of the total Medi-Cal expenditures.

The state and federal

government covered the remaining cost of the program with
contributions of 40.1 and 44.4 percent, respectively.
These percentages have shifted slightly since 1974 and
the state now contributes more to the program than the
federal government.

The county share has declined,

although overall costs have increased.

While it appears

that the county contribution is minimal, it represents
the largest percentage -- 40.2% -- of a county's
contribution to the total cost of health care services
provided within the county.
Technically speaking the Medi-Cal share due from the
county is all county cost.

Practically speaking, however,

the local Medi-Cal share which is due periodically from
the county is offset on the state's books by amounts the
state owes counties for the care of Medi-Cal eligibles.
The Medi-Cal share thus represents a county "buy-in"
to an insurance program which reimburses the county for
the direct service expenses it incurs in caring for those
county poor that are Medi-Cal eligible.
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s

e.

In add

of
ion to

this share, the county must ensure that service is providec
to the medically indigent who are not eligible for Medi-Cal
such as the working poor, aliens, transients, and others.
Impact of Proposition 13
40% reduction in available revenues to fund county
share.

•

Proposition 13 would limit the growth in assessed
valuation to 2% per year plus new construction.

Since

the county Medi-Cal share is based on the assessed
valuation of the county, the county will not have to pay
as much into the program.

This, however, would require

an offsetting increase in the state general fund share
if either the county share calculation or the eligibility
standard remains unchanged.
Options
Since the county Medi-Cal share is mandated by the
state at a fixed amount, the county has few options
available if revenues are reduced.

Even if the county

determines that the cost share for Medi-Cal simply
cannot be met because other vital services have higher
priority, the state may seek a court ruling to require
counties to meet the costs of mandated programs.
Even if the county does not have to pay as much
into the program, the share of the program which they
will be required to contribute will be dependent on
locally general revenues, the bulk of which is property
-92-
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CRIPPLED CHILDRENS SERVICES
Description
The Crippled Childrens Services (CCS) program provides
medical care and related services to children with physical
handicaps to correct, ameliorate or eliminate their
handicaps.

The program is administered independently by

25 counties under standards and procedures established by
the Department of Health.

The Department of Health

administers the program directly in the 33 remaining
counties.
Legal Basis
Health and Safety Code Sections 249-273; Administrative
Code, Title 17, Chapter 4; Social Security Act, Title V,
Part 2, Section 504.
Funding
The program is funded on a three-part state and
federal to one-part county basis for program services.

•

The cost of administration for the program is shared by
the state and counties.
The federal share of the program may not be used for
administrative costs.
The local cost for crippled childrens services is
36% and represents 1.4% of counties' total expenditures
for health care services.
Counties are required to contribute a minimum amount to
Crippled Childrens Services represented by a rate of
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PUBLIC HEALTH FUNCTIONS
Description
Public health functions are

e

ions cons

necessary to maintain the public health and safety.
discussed here include communicable disease control, immunization, ancillary services, family
health, vital statistics, publ

ing, environmental

health

, and

health planning.
Four additional publ

health services were not

categorized by the 1973-74 study referred to earlier.
are occupat

These

health, nutrition, chronic disease, and

public health nursing.

Although these four services may

be explicitlydiscussed they are not a part of the available
cost estimates.

They may be accounted for in the general

category of "other" county health care costs.
1.

Communicable Disease Control

Description
Communicable disease control includes

control of

acute communicable diseases; the control of tuberculos
and venereal disease,
facil

availability of adequate

olat

idemiology investigation and appropriate

preventative measures for particular communicable disease
hazards in the community.
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Funding
Counties provide this service as part of their legally
required public health function.

The net cost to the

counties is approximately 80% of the total cost of the
service.

It is, however, only .2% of the total net county

costs for health care.
Impact of Proposition 13
32% reduction in funding.
3. Ancillary Services
Description
Laboratory, radiology, and pharmacy are ancillary
services which support the performance of other health
services provided by the county.
a) Laboratory Services
Legal Basis
Health & Safety Code Section 1100; Administrative
Code, Title 17, Section 1276(f), 1075-1084, 1128, 1255,

•

2612 .
Funding
Counties with a population of 50,000 or more must
provide these services as part of their legally required
public health function.

Eighty-six percent of the costs

for laboratory services are borne by the counties which
represents 1% of total county costs for health care.
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planning and liability control methods, professional services
for sterility correction, and liability control and genetic
counseling.
The county is responsible for evaluating community
family planning efforts and compiling information about
family planning.
Legal Basis
Social Security Act, Title XX; Health & Safety Code
Sections 295.1, 463-464; Administrative Code, Ti:le 17,
Section 1276(k).
Funding
Counties provide these services as part of their
legally required public health functions.

The cost to

counties is approximately 35% of the total cost of the
programs.

This represents .5% of total county costs for

health care.

In addition to receiving state and federal

funds the

charge fees for providing

is

service.

14% reduction
5.

funding.

Environmental Health

Description
Environmental Health includes activities relating to
water, food, air wastes, vectors (pests), housing, bathing
places, and safety.
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Counties provide this service as part of their legally
required public health function.
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Local costs in

s service

area vary depending upon the county.

Many counties break

even or actually make money through fees generated by the
service, but a large number still have to provide some
support.
Impact of Proposition 13
Minimal
7.

Public Health Education

Description
Title 17 of the Administrative Code states that counties
shall provide at least the following public health services
for the education of the public:

1} staff education,

2} consultation, 3) community organization, 4) public
information, and 5) individual and group teaching.

These

programs are to be coordinated within the department and
with schools, public and voluntary agencies, professional
societies, and civic group and individuals.
Legal Basis
Health & Safety Code Sections 1100, 1112, 1130, 1156;
Administrative Code, Title 17, Sections 1275, l276(b), 6811,
6813.
Funding
Counties provide this service as part of their legally
required public health function.
are the main source of funds
service.

County general revenues

(92%) used to provide this

In the overall budget picture, however, the
-102-
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county receives $16,000 as an outr
state formula.
Based on their population, however,

county must

contribute a portion of their own funds in order to gain
additional needed state revenue.

In a smaller county,

the base amount of $16,000 will be able to cover a larger
portion of the costs and the county may not have to provide
matching funds to maintain an adequate level of service.
The state could exercise a legislative option to
increase the base amount available to the counties, or
enact a statute to cover the costs at the state level.
The contract counties option is currently exercised
by 16 counties who must contribute 55¢ per capita for
health services operated by the state.

If these counties

can maintain their share of the program, the state will
not need to make adjustments.

This cost share, however,

is in addition to the counties basic share of Medi-Cal.
Since Medi-Cal is such a large portion of a county's
total health care costs it is probable that these 16 contract counties will have difficulty meeting all of their
obligations in the face of revenue reductions.
All 58 counties, however, do have an immediate option
available to them to maintain these programs.

Section 150

of the Health and Safety Code gives the local health officer
the authority to levy and collect fees to pay the reasonable
expenses incurred by the health officer for enforcement.
Many of these public health services are already supported
in whole or in part by fees.

Counties could place the

majority of these programs on a fee for service basis.
-104-

Dental health

s

and oral surgery.

educational and screening services are not
mandatory.
Legal Basis
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PRENATAL/POSTNATAL
Description
Prenatal and postnatal care is general obstetric care
for expectant mothers.
Legal Basis:
Health & Safety Code, Section 1454 - Mandates that
counties with available county hospitals and/or health
agencies provide maternal care to indigent expectant
mothers who are financially unable to provide for their
own care; Welfare & Institutions Code, Section 17000 Requires counties to provide relief and support for all
indigents lawfully rE·siding within the county.
Funding
The cost to counties is approximately 75% of the
total cost for services.

This percentage is .5% of total

county cost for health care.

This cost is probably

generated from care provided to those individuals who are
not covered by Medi-Cal and present themselves for treatment at the county hospital.
Impact of Proposition 13
25%reduction prenatal funding;
postnatal funding.
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HOSPITALS/INDIGENT CARE
Description
Hospitals provide for inpatient services and
specialized outpatient health care services, and
constitute the largest single mandated-discretionary
level public health cost.
The costs in this category include those which are
incurred through either the maintenance of a county
hospital or through other arrangements made by the
county to provide service to county indigents.
Traditionally, care to indigents has been provided
through county owned and operated hospitals.

When the

"county options" was phased out the counties had to
once again bear the cost of those indigents who required
medical care but were not eligible for the state and
federal programs.

This shift back to the counties,

coupled with the increased cost of operating hospitals,
forced a number of counties to phase out their county
hospital.
It is significant to note that 17 county hospitals
have closed since 1973.
on the delivery of

he~lth

These changes have had an impact
services to the indigent population.

Residents in counties where a county hospital has closed,
cross county lines to neighboring counties which still
maintain hospitals.

The net effect is an added burden on

the taxpayers in the

~ounties

where hospitals are maintained.
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Recent legal decisions have strongly indicated that
counties have a fundamental legal obligation to provide
care to indigents.

This limits the options available to

the county with respect to the delivery of medical care
to indigents.
In an opinion issued by the state Attorney General
in 1973 (56 ops Cal, Attorney General 568), the question
of whether Medi-Cal affected the counties' duty to
indigents was expressly addressed.

The conclusion read,

"The Medi-Cal Reform Act of 1971 did not alter the duty
of the counties to provide medical care to those indigents
not eligible for Medi-Cal."
This was further supported by the California Supreme
Court in Mooney v. Pickett,

(1971}

(4

c.

3d 669}, in which

it was stated that "General Assistance, however, remains
the residual fund by which indigents who cannot qualify
for any specialized aid programs can still obtain the
means of life."

In a related case San Francisco v.

Superior Court,

(57 C.A. 3d 44) it was held that the

right of the Board of Supervisors to reduce standards was
not justifiable by cost limitations.
It appears, therefore, that a county must meet a
fundamental obligation to provide medical care to indigents.
This obligation may be met by providing these services
through a county run hospital or alternative methods of
delivering care.
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Medi-Cal eligible.

The counties still are responsible for

and incur the cost of those indigents who do not qualify
for Medi-Cal.

Counties incur 35% of all costs for

hospital services which represents 36% of the total costs
to counties for health care.

This is the second largest

expense counties incur in providing health care.
There are several factors, however, which may
influence county costs for hospital care.

These include

the recent trend toward closure of county hospitals,
reduction in service, and changes in collections.
Impact of Proposition 13
14% reduction in funding.
Options
If counties are unable to provide care to indigents
either in a county operated hospital or through a contract
management system as a result of revenue reductions, the
state may take steps to reimburse counties for the full
costs of providing this care.

A system would have to be

developed to meet the individual needs of each county since
there presently exists wide variation in how countie3
provide this service.

The state is also in a position to

change the fundamental county obligation to provide care
to indigents, thus relieving them of this responsibility.
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AMBULATORY CARE

care

Ambul
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Counties pay 75% of the total costs
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HOME CARE
Description
Home care includes services provided to persons
requiring care in the home.

This category may include

the services of public health nurses (same as ambulatory) .
Legal Basis
Welfare & Institutions Code Section 17000.
Funding
Counties pay 81% of the total costs for providing
this service which represents 1.7% of total county
expenditures for health care.
Impact of Proposition 13
32% reduction in funding.
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Act, Title XIX -

Funding
County share for the total costs of the program is
which is 1.6% of the total county costs for health care.
Because the program was in its first year of operation
at the time of the county health care study, this figure
may not be reflective of the current circumstances.
Impact of Proposition 13
36% reduction in funding.
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DRUG ABUSE
Description
Drug abuse programs include services in the care,
treatment, rehabilitative, counseling, vocational training,
self-improvement classes or courses, methadone maintenance
treatment, methadone detoxification treatment, or other
medication services for detoxification and treatment,
and any other services which are provided either public1y
or privately which are intended in any way to alleviate
the problems of narcotic addication or habituation or
drug abuse addiction.
Legal Basis
Non-mandatory.

Health & Safety Code Section 11865.

Funding
Rehabilitative programs for drug abuse can be related
to "mental health" and may be partially funded through
Short-Doyle monies.

Therefore, part of the funding for

this program may be in the 5% figure for the county mental
health costs, with the remainder appearing in the "other"
category.
Options
In some instances drug programs are tied into ShortDoyle funding.

Counties could eliminate this service,

however, to allow the budgets to be used for other mental
health programs.

The state funding option is contained in

AB 2897 (Lanterman) .
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Count

of the total
of total county

OTHER
Description
Each county may provide one or more programs that meet
the particular needs of citizens in their area.

This

category may also include administrative costs incurred by
the county and other support functions for health care
programs.
Legal Basis
Welfare & Institutions Code Section 17000; Other
sections of the codes that apply to specific programs.
Funding
Counties pay 71% of the total costs for services
provided in this category.

This represents 4% of their

total expenditures for health care.
Impact of Proposition 13
28% reduction in funding.

Options
When faced with the competing demands of mandated
programs and limited funds, the counties may phase out
these services.

Alternatively, the state may provide a

block grant or increase the mandated services to include
the non-mandated county program which do not leverage state
or federal funds.
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costs for health care programs.

Most of this expense is

accounted for by the county Medi-Cal share at 40.2% of
total county health care costs.
It should be noted that the allocation of available
revenues among services within a category would most likely
be based upon avoidance of cutbacks in the leveraged
programs which generate a high level of expenditure for
a modest investment of local money.
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PARKS AND RECREATION
Description
Park and Recreation activities are non-mandated.
most counties they include the following:

In

(l) maintenance

of landscaped areas, structures and equipment at all
county parks, golf courses and recreation facilities,

•

(2) maintenance of riding or hiking trails,
of swimming pools and golf courses,

(3) operation

(4) park planning,

and (5) organization of supervised recreation programs
at parks, schools, pools, and county facilities.
Legal Basis
Park and recreation activities are optional.
Funding
Park and recreation activities are approximatelt an
80% local cost.
Principal alternative revenue sources are green
fees generated by golf courses many of which are selfsupporting, or admissions fees to pools, parks or
recreation classes.

Many recreation services are,

however, open to county residents free-of-charge.
Impact of Proposition 13
32% reduction in funding.

-124-

In

if

reements,

concess

a

fees

0

state

the
s l

at the

facilities and the conduct of recreation programs, through
local service organizations, youth groups, chambers of
commerce, etc.
State grant funds could be set aside to help prevent
any park and recreation or regional park district from
closing down operations altogether - at least until such
time as volunteerism efforts or other local responses have
been attempted.

The Park and Recreation Revolving Account,

consisting of Federal reimbursement from Land and Water
Conservation Funds, is a possible funding source.
(Applications from local agencies for Land and Water
Conservation Funds, however, are likely to decrease
with the passage of Proposition 13.

This source,

therefore, may not be reliable).
State laws or administrative restrictions which
prevent local agencies from instituting revenue-producing
programs could also be re-evaluated.

The California

Coastal Commission, as an example, has prevented beachfront communities from installing parking meters at beach
parking areas because they were construed to be limiting
access.

Such decisions may be unaffordable under

Proposition 13.
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the

other exceptions to zoning ordinances, administers the
Subdivision Map Act and provides building permits and
building inspection services in the unincorporated areas.
Legal Basis
The Planning Commission and most planning functions
are mandatory under state law; Section 65100, 6520065202 (Government Code), the California Environmental
Quality Act, and Title 7 of the Government Code.

Non··

mandatory functions typically provided are economic
and human resource planning, public information, and
preparation of area, community or neighborhood plans.
Funding
Fees for various permits, licenses and services
offset some of the planning function costs.

Grants are

available from the federal government (HUD "701" funds)
for specific planning activities.

In general, the county

planning function is an 85% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
34% reduction in funding.
Options
Since planning is state-mandated, the county's only
option is to reduce the level of service available.

This

means that review of development plans, changes in zoning,
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PROBATION
Description
The probation department provides rehabil

ive couns

and supervisory services to adult and juvenile probationers.
These services are mandated by state law, and are provided
pursuant to court orders.

The probation department also

provides short-term custody to disturbed and delinquent
children pending court action.

Some counties operate

and schools for disturbed and/or seriously delinquent juveniles
which stress rehabilitation in a supervised, non-jail setting.
Other optional services provide crises counseling for j

le

probationers and their families.
Legal Basis
Welfare and Institutions Code Sections 652-654, 706,
727, 850; Penal Code Section 1203.
Funding
Probation services represent an 85% local cost.
revenues include state probation subsidies, collections
parents of children detained in juvenile institutions,
fines from drunk drivers placed on probation, state reimbursement under the Juvenile Justice Reform Law and various
optional state and federal grants.
Impact of Proposition 13
34% reduction in funding.
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PUBLIC DEFENDER
De script
The publ

off

defender is a

e.

The pr

function is to defend or represent juveniles and adults
charged with felonies, misdemeanors, or persons involved in
mental illnes proceedings who are financially unable to
employ counsel.

This defense must be provided upon request

of the person or upon order of the Court as provided by law.
The public defender also provides civil litigation representation for indigents.
Legal Basis
Government Code Section 27000-2771 .
Funding
The

ic defender is a 95% local cost.

The

offsetting revenue is state reimbursement of certain costs
incurred by the county under

Guardianship and Conser-

vatorship Reform Act.
sition 13
38% reduction in fund
Options
The options open to the public defender are limited.
The county may ask the Bar Association to establish a panel
of volunteer attorneys to provide indigent legal services,
to enable a reduction of county provided services.
-132-

The

1

use of adult and ch
of s

a

techn
service

The
It

the State.

be establ

1

7

of the

1

balance from
in
some

1 ) der

s

5 -

The

%

the

of s
el

by closing certain branch 1

ibraries

fewer hours
3

of services

ing some personnel,
to the public.

Statute provides that a reasonable fee may be collected
persons who are not
for library services.

res

s and who do not pay taxes

However, there is no

authority to levy fees for 1
within the service area.

s s

es for those a

This may be an option which could

be explored.

'

-134-

In most counties,

"welfare

a

f Publ

However,

f thes

such a s

term.
f

d

II

Soc

s

oc

are
l
lies
are

Public As
I

(

Rehabil

tance,

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN -FAMILY GROUPS AND UNEMPLOYED (AFDC-FG&U)
Description
AFDC-FG & U provides subsistence payments to needly
children in their own homes who are deprived of parental
support because of the death, incapacity, continued absence
or unemployment of one or both parents.

County welfare

departments operate the program under state supervision.
Counties receive applications, determine eligibility and
issue assistance payments to eligible families.
Legal Basis
AFDC-FG & U is mandated under Federal Statute
(Title IV-A of

Social Security Act), and the State

Welfare and Institutions Code.

(Division 9, Part 3,

Chapter 2) .
Funding
Counties are reimbursed for the costs of such functions
pursuant to Articles 4 and 5 of Chapter 9 of Part 3 of
Division 9 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
The maximum subsistence payment a family receives is
set by state law and varies by family size (the maximum
payment for a family of four will be $453 a month beginning
July 1, 1978).

The average monthly payment for fiscal

1978-79 is estimated to be $323 for an AFDC-FG family case
-136-

24

re lect

2

to

in its monthly aid payment and an AFDC-U fami

would

suffer an average monthly loss of $138.
The annual cost of restoring $1.00 to each AFDC
family's monthly aid payment (AFDC-FG & U combined)

is

$2,852,000 in state or local funds, which takes into
account the additional federal dollars that would also
be replaced.
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Funding
The average monthly payment for an AFDC-BHI child for
fiscal 1978-79 is estimated to be $460 per month.

Federal

government will pay 50% of the costs of a case that is
federally eligible (a family eligible for AFDC where the
court has ordered the children placed in foster care) .
Approximately 36% of the 26,600 AFDC-BHI children receive
federal reimbursement.

The state contributes 67.5% of

the non-federal costs not to exceed 67.5% of $120 per
month multiplied by the number of AFDC-BHI children in the
county, plus $12.50 per month per child.
provide the remainder.
local cost.

The county must

AFDC-BHI is approximately a 40%

Projected 1978-79 funding, based on the county

share only, is as follows:
County share under existing law

$97,811,600

Federal funds
Generated by
County funds

Total funds
based on
county share

$15,601,786

$113,413,386

Impact of Proposition 13
16% reduction in funding.
Options
If counties shift funds from other budget items to
AFDC-BHI, or if the state were to replace the money, then
aid payment levels would continue unchanged.

However, if

there is a net reduction in local funding, then the federal
share likewise is reduced.

Assuming that under Proposition

13, counties reduced their share to zero, the average monthly
-140-
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Supplemental Security Income State Supplement Payments (SSI/SSP)
Description
As a result of the passage of HR 1 (PL 92-603),
Supplemental Security Income Program was established,
transferring administrative respons

lity for needy adult

aged, blind and disabled (ABD) categorical aids to the
Federal government, effective January 1, 1974.

Subsequently,

the State enacted AB 134 which established a State
Supplemental Payment (SSP) Program under which State and
County funds are used to supplement the Federal SSI grant
to former ABD levels.

AB 134 also mandated several County

administered special programs

adult recipients which

are fully funded by State and Federal revenue.

These

programs provide for special needs allowances not included
in the Federal SSI program.
The SSI/SSP Federal and state program:
SSI

The federal

t provides a national floor of subsistence income

for the aged, blind, and disabled ($189 for an eligible
individual and $283.50 for an eligible couple); California•s
SSP part provides a state supplement to the federal payment
(an additional $131 for an aged or disabled individual, an
additional $172 for a blind individual, an additional
$136.50 for an aged or disabled couple and $28.50 for a
blind couple) .

Both parts of the program are administered

by the Federal Social Security Administration which receives
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costs

caused

Proposition 13 would limit the growth in assessed
valuation to 2% per year plus new construction.
the county

Since

SSI-SSP share is based on the assessed

valuation of the county, the county will not have to
as much into the program.

pay~

This, however, would require

an offsetting increase in the state general fund share
if either the county share calculation or the eligibility
standard remains unchanged.
Options
If counties shift funds from other budget items to
SSI/SSP, or if the state were to replace the money, then
aid payment levels would continue unchanged.

However, if

counties reduced their contribution to zero, each SSI/SSP
recipient would have their monthly aid payment reduced by
an average of $22.
The annual cost to restore $1 to each SSI/SSP recipient's monthly aid payment is $8,575,700 in state or
local funds.
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Supervisors must

set standards defining who qualifies as

an indigent person and must

determine the level and types

of benefits to be provided 0 pursuant to Part 5 of Division
9 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, commencing with
Section 17000.
Funding
GA is a 100% local cost.
Precise estimates of statewide GA costs for fiscal
1978-79 are unavailable.

Experience of the past several

fiscal years show these costs to be relatively static at
approximately $75 million for programs and $25 million for
administration.

Recent and current court actions have or

may likely impose pressures for cost increases.
Impact of Proposition 13
40% reduction in funding.

Options
Counties may choose to reduce their GA payments

•

substantially.

The current county GA program requires

$576,000 annual cost statewide to provide $1 in monthly
aid to eligible persons.
If such support were reduced to zero, approximately
48,000 persons would lose subsistence payments which
currently average $121 per month per person.

These are

primarily single adults and childless couples who lack
the physical health and level of competence necessary to
provide for themselves.
-146-
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A complete state take-over is estimated to cost the
state $209,300,000 in aid and $25,000,000 in administration.
This is based on the assumption that a state program would
have to be uniform in all counties, and that the benefit
standard equal the AFDC aid payment level.
Under a state take-over, a large number of the 48,000
persons currently on GA would receive increased benefits,
and an additional 70,000 persons would receive GA benefits.
Thus, a state GA program would require annual cost
of $1.4 million to provide $1 in monthly aid to all
eligible persons.
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refugees qualifying for that program and SSI/SSP statutes
for those eligible for that program.

However, nearly 40%

of IRAP recipients do not qualify for an existing state or
county public assistance program and there is no statutory
authority for state and county funds proposed in the
budget for this residual group.
The breakdown of funding by government is as follows:

Local Aaalatance Costa tor lndo-t,;nmesa Herugea ASSistance 1-'rogrem
for Fiscal Year 197&-?9

FPdero.l
1. AFDC
n. F t-derally eli¢bleo ................................ .

b. t\onfedt>rally eL¢ble .o: ....................... .
2. General auist.ance .................................... ..
3. Residuals ......;.....- ...................,.,....................
... Nona.s.sistance food stamp savings ..........
Total .... :.....;...............;......................:............. .
I

State

$14.272.500
$1.376.300
2.339 .HXl
525.3(Xl
1.067.600
7,244.400
I ,630,rol
(512.700) _j512.700)
$24,410,900 - SJ,OI9,900-

Co11nty
$6fi2.600
25J,400
513.200

784,800

Toto.l
$16,.3!1.400

3.118.800
1.5!l0.800
9.659.200
_1!:0"...3~ 400)

$2.214.000

$29,644,800

•

There is no federal IRAP funds contingent on a
non-federal matching basis.
Impact of Proposition 13
40% reduction in funding.
Options
If counties shift funds from other budget items to
!RAP, or if the state were to replace the money, then
aid payment levels would continue unchanged.
However, there is a question

whether counties are

legally obligated to provide these funds.

If, under

Proposition 13, county funds were reduced to zero, the
average per person payment to the 20,000 IRAP recipients
would be reduced by approximately $10 per month.
The annual cost of restoring $1 to each IRAP recipient's
monthly aid payment, statewide, is $240,000.
-150-

Re

an

to

who left their
tro

f

Re

es

hed
Ass

-5
Act of

on

2

1 cas

Re

tance

Order 1

77

f

the

196 .

lar

and

Federal s

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
Description
All public assistance programs established by state
law are operated by county welfare departments under state
supervision by the Department of Social Services (previously
the State Department of Benefit Payments).

County Government

is the keystone to a needy individual's actual receipt of
benefits.

These local agencies receive applications, deter-

mine eligibility and issue benefits in accordance with state
specifications for the following

s~ate

and federal program:

AFDC, Food Stamps, Aid to the Potentially Self-Supporting
Blind, Special Needs for SSI/SSP,County requirement:

Adults,

Emergency Loans Program (for SSI/SSP recipients) .
Legal Basis
Counties are required to carry out these functions
pursuant to:

Chapter 4 of Part 2; Chapters 2, 4, 5 and

9 of Part 3; and Chapter 10 of Part 6, each of which is
contained in Division 9 of the Welfare and Institutions

•

Code .
Funding
The sharing ratios applicable to administrative
expenses are as follows:
PROGRAM

COUNTY

STATE

FEDERAL

AFDC

25%

25%

5~

AFDC child support
enforcement

25%
-152-
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SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS
General
There are ten mandated social service programs which
require a county match, under Title XX of the Social
Security Act.

They are:

Information and Referral,

Protective Services for Children, Protective Services
for Adults, Out-of-Home Services for Children, Out-of-Home
Services for Adults, Employment Related Services, Health
Related Services, In-Home Supportive Services, Child Day
Care and Family Planning Services.

•

"Other social

services" are allocated to counties without regard to the
level of funding for the mandated services or the 14
optional services.
The programmatic costs of In-Home Supportive Service
Programs are funded by federal and state funds.

The

administrative costs are funded by the "other social
service" allocation.
The costs of providing child care and family planning
services are primarily funded by Title XX, XIX or state

•

funds.

The counties utilize social work staff to provide

counseling and referrals to each of these programs.
The information contained in this section is from the
proposed Comprehensive Annual Program Plan and the Governor's
Proposed Budget for fiscal 1978-79.

The number of

individuals receiving the service and the total funds
utilized for these social services should be regarded as
gross estimates.
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However, there is no prescribed level of funding, so counties
may choose to reduce the size of their match.
For each $1 reduction in county funding, there will be
a $3 loss of federal money.

Thus, if the county reduces

its match by 10%, then the total funding for these programs
will be reduced by 10%.
The state may pick up the county's share at a cost of
$3.25 million to maintain the present level of services .

•

I
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Options
Counties are mandated to provide this programu so
complete elimination of county funding

not an option.

However, there is no prescribed level of funding, so
counties may choose to reduce the size of their match.
For each $1 reduction in county funding, there will
be a $3 loss of federal money.

Thus, if the county

reduces its match by 10% then the total funding for
these programs will be reduced by 10%.
The state may pick up the county's share at a cost
of $4.25 million to maintain the present level of serv
If services are not provided to AFDC recipients, the state
would be liable for a 1% penalty of the AFDC program costs.
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Options
Counties are mandated to provide this program, so
complete elimination of county funding is not an option.
However, there is no prescribed level of funding, so
counties may choose to reduce the size of their match.
For each $1 reduction in county funding, there
will be a $10 loss of federal money.
county reduces its match by

1~/o,

Thus, if the

then the total funding

for these programs will be reduced by 10%.
The state may pick up the county's share at a
cost of approximately $1 million to maintain the present
level of services.
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Impact of Proposition 13
10% reduction in funding.
Options
Counties are mandated to provide this program, so
complete elimination of county funding is not an option.
However, there is no prescribed level of funding, so
counties may choose to reduce the size of their match.
For each $1 reduction in county funding, there will
be a $3 loss of federal money.

Thus, if the county

reduces its match by 10%, then the total funding for
these programs will be reduced by 10%.
The state may pick up the county's share at a cost
of $3.5 million to maintain the present level of services.
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However, there is no prescribed level of funding, so
counties may choose to reduce the size of their match.
For each $1 reduction in county funding, there will
be a $3 loss of federal money.

Thus, if the county

reduces its match by 10%, then the total funding for
these programs will be reduced by

1~/a.

The state may pick up the county's share at a cost
of $8.27 million to maintain the present level of services.
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Impact of Proposition 13
10% reduction in funding.
Options
Counties are mandated to provide this program, so
complete elimination of county funding is not an option.
However, there is no prescribed level of funding, so
counties may choose to reduce the size of their match.
For each $1 reduction in county funding, there will
be a $3 loss of federal money.

Thus, if the county

reduces its match by 10%, then the total funding for
these programs will be reduced by 10%.
The state may pick up the county's share at a cost
of $3.75 million to maintain the present level of services.

I
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$11.3 million

Total funds
based on
county share

$33.9 million

$45.2 million

Impact of Proposition 13
10% reduction in funding.
Options
Counties are mandated to provide this program, so
complete elimination of county funding is not an option.
However, there is no prescribed level of funding, so
counties may choose to reduce the size of their match.
For each $1 reduction in county funding, there will
be a $3 loss of federal money.

Thus, if the county

reduces its match by 10%, then the total funding for
these programs will be reduced by 10%.
The state may pick up the county's share at a
cost of $11.3 million to maintain the present level
of services.
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Legal Basis
This program is mandated by Chapter 3 of Part 3 of
Division 9 of the Welfare and Institutions Code and by
Division 30 of State Regulations.

The non-Federal share

of the cost of Homemaker/Chore payments is State funded
under Section 12306 of California's Welfare and Institutions
Code.
Funding
Program is a 25% local cost.
County share under existing law
$6.10 million

Federal funds
Generated by
County funds
$18.3 million

Total funds
based on
county share
$24.9 million*

Impact of Proposition 13
10% reduction in funding.
Options
Counties are mandated to provide this program, so
complete elimination of county funding is not an option.
However, there is no prescribed level of funding, so
counties may choose to reduce the size of their match.
For each $1 reduction in county funding, there will
be a $3 loss of federal money.

Thus, if the county

reduces its match by 10%, then the total funding for
these programs will be reduced by 10%.
The state may pick up the county's share at a cost
of $6.1 million to maintain the present level of services.
*does not include San Diego County; additional program
cost funded by state and federal funds is $158 million.
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CHILD DAY CARE SERVICES

ld Day Care

The

ram

that set

of activities and purchases
ion, and developmental
own homes or

iences to children
or certified

1

away from

fac

24-hour period.

dur

This p

t care,

d

of a

a

am

e the

parents or caretakers are at work,

voca-

training or other work-related

; are

it

for other reasons; or because the child
serv

have special needs.

or

(2)

level.

Serves

(3) on the

l

W&I

1

ons

3

1

51.5

-

ich

program
certa
tax to

a

ement for school distr

and
care.
care

1

do not

the Department of
tricts

( l)

e.

the cost of the

d

- no

tered by
school
state
provided

of the AFDC grant.

16.2

the

in the AFDC program.

system
8200-8384; 8400-8460.

-171-

Funding
Programs vary in % of local cost:

AFDC - Income

Disregard - 50%; WIN - 10%; Title XX - 25%.

(The costs

for AFDC and WIN are taken into account in their respective budgets shown elsewhere in the Public Social
Services section.)
County share under existing law
l,Title XX
2,AFDC
Income
Disregard
3.WIN

$1,400,000

Federal funds
Generated by
County funds

Total funds
for Services
(based on
county share)

$4,320,000

$5,750,000

6,117,198*

6,117,198

12,234,396

$167,301

1,505,709

1,673,010

Dept. of
Education

$113,735,245**

Impact of Proposition 13
10% reduction in funding for Title XX program; 4%
reduction in funding for WIN program; 20% reduction in
funding for AFDC - Income Disregard.

*Based on 10/77 survey estimate for 76-77.
**State and federal funds, however, 110 school districts
currently levy a permissive child development tax which
totaled $38.3 million in fiscal year 1976-77 to augment
the state reimbursement for school district child care
centers.
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to maintain the present

FAMILY PLANNING
Description
The Family Planning Program is that set of activities
and service-funded resources which enable parents and
potential parents (including sexually active minors) to
make an informed and free choice with respect to limiting
family size and spacing children.

Also, family planning

services are provided by more than 120 agencies including
local health departments and private nonprofit agencies
contracting with the Department of Health.

Counties

provide counseling about family planning services and
make referrals, while program costs are funded by state
and federal funds.

Mandated level must be offered and

available to potential parents in AFDC families.

Serves

16,238 persons.
Legal Basis
Social Security Act 402 {a)

(15) - mandates availability

of services to potential parents in AFDC families; W&I Code
Section 10053.2, 10053.3 -mandates state Family Planning
Program.
Funding
Program is a 25% local cost.
County share under existing law
$601,786

Federal funds
Generated by
County funds

Total funds
based on
county share*

$1. 8 mill ion

$2.4 million

*Federal and State funds for program total $26,498,00 _
Office of Family Planning (State, $22,498,485; Federal,
Title XX $4,000,000)
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OPTIONAL TITLE XX FUNDED SERVICES
Description
Some counties provide one or more of the following
services which are optional under Title XX, and which
serve 150,421 persons statewide:
a) Special Care for Children in Their Own Home
b) Home Management and other Functional Services
c) Employment/Education/Training
d) Services for Children with Special Problems
e) Services to Alleviate or Prevent Family Problems
f) Sustenance
g) Housing Referral Service
h) Legal Referral Service
i) Diagnostic Treatment Services for Children

j) Special Services for the Blind
k) Special Services for Adults
1) Services for Disabled Individuals
m) Services to County Jail Inmates
n) Work Activity Program for Developmentally
Disabled Individuals
o} Family Protection and Reunification
Legal Basis
Social Security Act, Title XX
Funding
Programs are a 25% local cost.
provided on a 75/25 matching ratio.
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AGING
COMMUNITY GRANTS - SERVICE AND LIMITED COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Description
The purpose of these optional grants is to strengthen
and develop systems of comprehensive and coordinated
supportive services for older persons, utilizing resources
from all levels of the community and the economy and
avoiding duplication in some service areas at the expense
of others.

These services will enable older persons to

live in their own homes or other places of residence for
as long as possible.
Legal Basis
Public Law 89-73, Title III, Older American's Act;
Welfare and Institutions Code Division 8.5.
Funding
Federal matching funds require a 75/25 or 90/10 matching
ratio.

Federal funds would be withdrawn without county

matches.
Federal
County
75-25)
75-25)
90-10)

County share under existin9 law
1
$993,636
2
218,388
897,528

Federal funds
Generated by
County funds

Total funds
for Services
(based on
county share)

$14,679,931

$16,789,483

3

$2,109,552
lservices provided in direct service area
2Area agencies on aging {AAA) administrative costs
3services provided in areas designated as (AAA}
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Impact of Proposition 13
4-10% reduction in funding

(including comparable

reduction in federal monies).
Options
The county may terminate any of these programs, as
they are optional in nature.
A reduction of $1 in county funding results in a $3 loss
of federal funding.

Thus, if the county reduces its match

10%, then the total fund

for these programs will

be reduced by 10%.
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MULTIPURPOSE SENIOR CENTERS
Description
Provides optional federal financial assistance to local
groups or agencies for 75% of the cost of acquiring, altering
or renovating existing facilities

(including the initial

equipment of such facilities) which will serve as multipurpose senior centers.

Such centers shall serve as focal

points in communities for the development and delivery of
a wide range of services to older persons.
Legal Basis
PL 89-93, Title V, Older Americans Act; Welfare
and Institutions Code Division 8.5.
Funding
Federal matching funds require a 75/25 matching ratio.
Federal funds would be withdrawn without county matches.
County share under existing law
$1,090,312

Federal funds
Generated by
County funds

Total funds
based on
county share

$8,077,752

$9,168,064

Impact of Proposition 13
10% reduction in funding (including comparable
reduction in federal monies) .
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LICENSING OF COMMUNITY CARE FACILITIES
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RECORDER
Description
The recorder records all documents required or permitted
to be recorded, including vital statistics and deeds, maintains
permanent records files, and administers the documentary transfer
tax.

In some counties, these duties are performed by the

county clerk.
Legal Basis
Mandated by the state pursuant to Section 24000
(Government Code) .
Funding
This function is funded entirely from fees for service,
and in some counties actually raises more than the cost
of the office.
Impact of Proposition 13
Generally, no fiscal impact.
Options
If the level of service can be reduced without
jeopardizing the county's income from this function, then
additional savings can be realized, which might in turn be
passed on to another county function.
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Such salaries and rents would, however, have to

remain high enough to attract precinct workers and assure
available polling places.
Another possible source of cost-savings lies in the
area of expanding the size of existing precincts.

The

maximum size of a precinct, according to the Elections
Code, depends on the system of voting used in the local
jurisdiction:

if hand-counted paper ballots are used,

then 250 registered voters per precinct, if paper ballots
counted by optical scanners, 600; if punch card ballots,
counted centrally, 100.

Therefore, expenditures on

polling place rentals and precinct board salaries could
be reduced by cutting the total number of precincts
by increasing the size of each precinct.
Another source of possible cost-savings, but a
very limited one, is in the number of precinct board
members used.

The standard number is six in each

polling place but it can be as few as 4.
An optional cost that counties face is sending the

•

original books of affidavits or copies thereof out to
the polling places for signature comparison.

By not

sending them out they can avoid shipping and copying
costs.
The only way in which local governments will be
able to cut their election costs appreciably would be
if either the state picks up a larger share of the
costs or the Legislature repeals some of the election
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SHERIFF

Description
The sheriff is the chief law enforcement officer of the
county.

The sheriff has primary responsibility for public

safety and protection in the unincorporated areas of the
county, and in any city which contract with the county for
police protection.
State law provides that each non-chartered county must
have an elected sheriff.

A chartered county need not have a

sheriff, and if it does, the sheriff may be either elected
or appointed.

(Proposition 6 on the June ballot would require

all counties to have elected sheriffs.)
The most visible role of the sheriff is that of patrolling
the county.

Some counties employ helicopter patrols in addition

to vehicle patrols.

In support of these patrol functions,

the sheriff also provides various investigation, communication,
crime detection and laboratory services.
The sheriff is responsible for a variety of civil law
enforcement duties.

State law requires the sheriff to serve

processes and notices of the court, and to serve as bali££ of
the superior court and provide court security.
The third primary area of responsibility is the maintenance
of a county jail system.

Under state law, the sheriff is

responsible for the booking, identification, security and care
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Security services for the courts could be curtailed,

and may occur anyway as a consequence of any reductions in
court budgets.
Prisoners might be consolidated into fewer facilities,
thus enabling the closure of certain jails, and optional
rehabilitation programs could be cut.

However, recent court

decisions have consistantly held that overcrowded jail conditions is an abridgement of the prisoner's constitutional
rights.
The county may also attempt to renegotiate any contracts
it may have with cities for police protection or jail services,
and obtain a higher fee for service.
For additional options, see city police.
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STREETS AND ROADS
Description
The county streets and roads function includes the
construction, maintenance and administration of a street
and road system to facilitate the movement of people,
goods and services.

Depending on the budgetary system

of individual counties, this function may include
traffic control, signal repair, street striping,
lighting and cleaning.
Legal Basis
Counties are required to maintain any roads which
are accepted into the county road system.

Chapter 1

(commencing with Section 2000) of Division 3 of the
Streets and Highways Code.

Section 940 (Streets and

Highways Code) .
Revenue
The street and road function is funded by state
gas tax funds subvened to counties and earmarked for
expenditures for street and road purposes (60%),
federal funds

(13%) and local funds.

This function is

27% dependent on property tax revenues.
Impact of Proposition 13
11% reduction in revenues.

-200-

streets

earlier

It s

the

islat
t

s

treet

or

1

Vehicle
Registration
& Truck Weight:

These revenues currently
accrue to the State only.
Each $1 increase in registration fees produces $16
million annually. A 50%
increase in weight fees
would produce $65 million
annually.

-202-

The

The

s

f

s
of

•

tract

e

of

from s

cha

reduc

The

f

p

s
the rate
of local

0

to

increase the amount of fees charged for checking surveys
and maps.

If the workload of the planning department was

cut and approval of development was thereby slowed, the
volume of proposed subdivision maps which must be checked
would also be reduced.
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Funding
The treasurer-tax collector receives partial state
reimbursement for costs incurred in the sale of property
deeded to the state and sold to private parties, assesses
charges for services to school districts for bond
registration, and collects inheritance tax fees, deferred
compensation fees, and fees for the licensing of various
businesses.

Overall, however, this office is an 85%

local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
34% reduction in funding.
Options
Reduce level of service provided.

Due to the overall

reduction in county spending, there may be some reduction in
the processing of warrants by the treasurer-tax collector
in any event.
Fees charged to school districts for bond registration
are limited by state law and counties have no authority to
raise them.

Business license fees are limited to the cost

of regulating said businesses, and counties are not
authorized to levy license fees for general revenue purposes.
The Legislature could choose to extend to counties the
authority now held by cities to raise revenue from the
imposition of business license fees.
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CITIES
Introduction
The 417 cities throughout California vary tremendously
in size, population, range and level of services provided and
dependence on property tax revenues.
Cities are municipal organizations established by the
residents therein and responsible for the provision of services
as required by state law and as desired by the residents of
the city.
There are two basic types of cities--general law
cities and charter cities.

All cities are subject to the

general laws of the State which specify the duties, functions
and authorities of cities and their officers.

A charter city

(charters are adopted by a vote of the city's residents} is
authorized by the State Constitution to regulate areas of
"municipal affairs."
over general laws.

In such areas, charter provisions prevail
However,

in areas of "statewide concern"

charter cities, like general law cities, may not adopt
ordinances which conflict with state law, which are prohibited
by state law, or which have been pre-empted by state law, such
as traffic regulation.

Thus,

in addition to the responsibilities

imposed on cities by general law, some responsibilities for the
delivery of services are imposed by city charters.
The table on page 211 lists the services most commonly
provided by cities, indicates the "local cost" for each service,
the approximate funding reduction under Proposition 13, and
whether the service is mandated.
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law.

This ability of cities, particularly charter cities, to

utilize non-property tax revenue sources may make a significant
difference in how cities are able to respond to the reduction in
property tax revenues under Proposition 13.
Reductions in general revenues available to meet the
local cost of city programs are likely to be offset by a
combination of increased fees and city-imposed taxes and
reductions in current service levels.

While cities are required

to provide for such services as planning and land use regulation
programs and fire protection, the level of service is set at the
discretion of each city council.

Since, however, the majority

of city functions are provided at the option of the city,
clearly cities may choose to reduce any or all such programs,
impose user fees sufficient to make such services self-supporting,
or in the interest of other services which are deemed to be more
"essential," cities may eliminate such optional services entirely.
For example, many cities have committed part or all of the
transient occupancy tax to a community promotion program.

This

function could be left to private enterprise and chambers of
commerce, thus, freeing up the tax revenue for other uses.
In the final analysis, however, whether existing levels
of service for fire protection and other city functions can be
maintained will depend on several factors--the extent to which
fees and charges for other services can be increased or new fees
and charges levied with such revenue being used to help finance
programs other than those from which the fees are derived; the
willingness of the Legislature to authorize cities to impose new
and additional kinds of local taxes; and the priorities which each
city council establishes for the reallocation of city revenues.
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Table 2
CITIES

Function

Approximate
Local Cost
%

Approximate
Funding
Reduction Under
Proposition 13

State
Mandate

%

Animal Control

30

6

yes

Centralized
Functions

99

21

yes
(partially)

100

21

no

90

19

yes

City Council

100

21

yes

City Manager

100

21

no

City Treasurer

97

20

yes

Civil Defense

51

11

no

100

21

no

75

16

yes

Fire Protection

100

21

yes

General Services

100

21

no

95

20

no

100

21

yes

0

0

no

75

16

no

45-62

9-13

yes

Police

95

20

no

Public Works

16

3

yes
(partially)

Streets and Roads

42

9

yes
(partially)

City Attorney
City Clerk

Community Promotion
Elections

Library
Mayor
Parking
Parks and Recreation
Planning
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Description
The function of this

the protection

inc

of the public from both domest

and

ld animals, including

resolving nuisance complaints, providing an

pickup ser-

vice for stray, unwanted and dead animals, investigating
when necessary.

animal bites and imposing

A

city is required to operate a pound or animal shelter, and
provide for vaccination and licensing of dogs.

Sometimes

the city police department is responsible for animal
control, but normally
function.

Some c

is a separate departmental
an optional spay and

rna

neuter clin
Legal Basis
The licensure of

, impoundment and rabies

vaccination is mandated by State law.
Code, Section 1920, Food
et

Agr

Health and Safety

ture Code 30501

seq.

Funding
Most of the revenue

is

the sale of animals, dog

es, service charges,

impoundment fees, and fines.

Animal control is an

approximately 30% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
6%

reduction

ived from

ing.
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function
re
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services
the city and

func

as

sta

service
2

for

city c

1

Legal Basis
these

None

are

state law,

I

if a

se mandated

to

a

se

must

fo

s

ly, state

Add

law requires the

of

procedures
require

(inc

they are
governmental informat

s

terns

as

of an

th

tern.

- F
T

le 4, commenc

2,

5,

with Sec

53730

6

53790,

T

• com-

with Sect

menc

4,

commenc

5

of

Government

4, commenc

3

f the Government

3 2

- Data Process
4,
450

of

commenc

Sect

Government

- Purchasing
T

with

5, Divis

2,

le 7, commenc
Government Code.

54201
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- Personnel
Title 4, Divis

5, commencing with

45000 of the Government
Sections 50080 - 50085, Government Code.
Funding
These administrative services are almost entirely a
local cost.

When the business licensing function or the

issuance of other city permits is a function of the
financial management division, or where central services
generates fees from printing or duplicating of documents,
such fees offset the local cost to some small degree.
Generally, central services or administration is a
99% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
21% reduction

funding.

Options
By reducing or cutting out some or all central
management functions, other departments will find it
either more difficult or more costly to operate effectively without the central administrative functions
performed for them.

A city could reduce data processing

services or the number of audits conducted in departments in any given year.

But to the extent that these

functions provide a more efficient operation of city
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~2

c

The

counsel to
and

c

Council, Planning
city

commissions and represents

and

1

Attorney also

in administrative
contracts,

prepares and
resolutions.
Legal Basis

)

Sections 36505 and 41801

.

Funding

state law

but a c

s

a pos

appo

is not

c

The pos

by

counc

a

c

local cost item.

ing .

21% reduction

•

Options
To the extent
the potential

Propos
1

defendant, as a res

13 may
c

a

t of ac

Counc

to eliminate certain programs, or to enact new ordinances
to increase or initiate certain fees and charges levied
for services to

public, the workload of the city

attorney will be increased.

This
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var

CITY CLERK
Description
of public

The Clerk records and rna
City Counc

meetings, including those of

and

various boards and commissions, maintains all contracts,
leases, agreements, bids, off

ial bonds, as well as

an index of all public records.

Additionally, the

Clerk administers oaths, takes affadavits, maintains
and updates the municipal code, is the custodian of
the seal of the city, and is

charge of city elections,

unless a special clerk for elections is designated.
Legal Basis
The appointment or election

a city clerk in a

general law city is a State mandate.

Government Code,

Sections 36501 and 40801 - 40814.
Funding
The Clerk
item.

an approximately 85% to 99% local cost

The bulk of the remaining revenue supporting this

function is garnered from various elections fees, including
candidates filing fees and
qualifications.

statements of

A very small portion of revenue is derived

from the sale of publications.
Impact of Proposition 13
18 - 21%

reduction in funding.
-220-

Fees
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voters

I
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Council to

enact

pol

or in charter c
any manner stated

and e

may

'

tr

d

Council members may be e

the

in

main funct

of the Council are to approve a budget for the annual
operations of the city, adopt policies for municipal
control

services, and make
use w

physical development and 1

c

Legal Basis
State law requ

a

c

a city council of five
years.

T

•

e

The

four

3, Part 2 (commenc

le 4, Div

Section 36801) of

to

w

Government

of

c

counc l are a

100% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13

21% reduction

ing.

Options
only viable
city councilmen and reduct

ions are a cut in s
in staff,
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s office itself,

CITY TREASURER
Description
The basic function of the treasurer is the safekeeping,
accounting for and investment of city funds.

The treasurer

in some cities may also be responsible for recording
assessments, collecting amounts due and paying bondholders;
performing a general bill col
(water, sewer, etc.); admin

service

the city

tering the city's personnel

retirement plans, if any; and enforcement of various
locally imposed taxes, such as the utility tax, business
license tax and transient occupancy tax.
Legal Basis
The office

treasurer is mandated by statute.

The treasurer is elected,

s otherwise provided.

Sections 36501, 36503, 53601-608, 53630 et seq, and
Title 4, Division 3, Chapter 3, commencing with
Section 41001, of the Government Code.
Funding
Funding for the off
a local cost.

of city treasurer is basically

Where the city treasurer administers the

business license tax or transient occupancy tax, the
treasurer may receive a reimbursement-- some part of
the proceeds from such taxes -- for administering them
approximately 6%.

The treasurer is approximately a

94-100% local cost.
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CIVIL DEFENSE

of civil defense are preparing plans and

of the

training for major natural or man-made disasters or local
and national emergencies.
Legal Basis
Sections 8558, 8610 - 8611, 8615

(Government Code).

Funding
Civil defense and emergency preparedness is not mandated by state law for cities.

However, state law does

require local officials to cooperate in carrying out
mutual aid emergency plans.
lish

If a city decides to estab-

a disaster council, it must develop plans as

prescribed by state law
emergencies.

meeting disasters or

Of those cities surveyed, federal funds

amounted to 49%

the budget

c

defense.

51% of a city's civil defense efforts are a

local cost.
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Impact of Proposition 13
11%
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COMMUNITY PROMOTION
Description
The office of Community Promotion is designed as the
public relations arm of the city, for promoting tourism
and commerce through publicity and various activities,
such as parades, festivals, concerts, 4th of July
exhibitions, and the like.
Legal Basis
There is no specific statutory authority for the
community promotion function.
Funding
This is not a state mandated program, and most cities
designate part or all of the hotel/motel tax (transient
occupancy tax} to support the activities of the Community
Promotion Program.

Thus, the program is a 100% local

cost item.
Options
Community Promotion is not considered to be an essential
city function by many people.

Those cities which are now

utilizing part or all of the hotel/motel tax to support

-228-

have
the

sector.

be

ELECTIONS
Description
Cities, whether general law or charter, do not conduct
voter registration.

Their only expenses are those incurred

in their own elections.

Some run their own elections

while others contract with the county or a private company
to run part or all of the details of their elections.
Legal Basis
Mandated election duties are prescribed throughout
the Elections and Government Codes.
Revenue
The cost of the election function varies tremendously
from city to city and of course varies depending on the
number of elections in any given year.

The election

function is approximately a 75% local cost item.

The

remaining 25% of election costs are offset by candidate
filing fees and reimbrusement from candidates for their
statements of qualifications.
Impact of Proposition 13
16% reduction in funding.

Options
The opportunities for cities to cut elections costs
are similar to those previously discussed in connection
with counties:

(1) consolidating precincts so as to put
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FIRE PROTECTION
Description
The city fire department is responsible for preventing
and suppressing fires and protecting lives and property
threatened by such fires.

The duties of the fire

department, in addition, may include rescue and first
aid, fire investigation, training of personnel in firefighting operations, and the inspection of public
buildings for potential fire safety hazards.
Legal Basis
Sections 36501, 38600-38601 and 38611 (Government
Code) .
Funding
State law requires the appointment by the city
council of a fire chief and the maintenance of a paid
fire department.

The fire department is funded almost

entirely from the city general fund, but some cities
surveyed receive funds from the federal government
(Community Block Grant)

for capital improvements.

This,

however, is a very small portion of the total budget for
a typical city fire department.

Thus in most cases the

cost of fire protection is a 100% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
21% reduction in funding.
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elimination of expensive retirement and fringe bene
programs, and would gain the advantage of a youthful and
agile firefighter force.
Cities might partially "civilianize"

fire

department, by placing lower-paid paraprofessionals in
various support service positions.
The consolidation of all building inspection and
code enforcement functions into the fire department
would increase productivity and utilize the nonemergency time of firefighters.

Additional benefits

might be a reduction in the number and severity of fires
as firefighters become more proficient in proposing and
implementing greater building safety through construction
and building codes.
Finally, cities might explore the feasibility of
selling fire insurance.

Currently, public fire protec-

tion expenditures are divorced from the private insurer's
responsibility to make good any loss due to fire.

The

League of California Cities (LCC) states that at present

•

municipal funds are expended primarily to reduce a
private fire

urer's exposure to losses due to claims.

They say that by controlling insurance cities would be
controlling the largest single cost of fire protection.
The aggregated premiums could be used to offset the cost
of fire protection services.

The LCC estimates that

fire department budgets might be reduced as much as 65%
by implementing this proposal.
-234-

tions,
of this
of c
il and messenger

s
ion

1,

, a clerical
ic

s

some cities

I

e P

s
2

T

with Sect
the

1

of

cost

re
d

s

d

if

al

Impact of Proposition 13
21% reduction in funding.
Options
A city could reduce the level of custodial care and
maintenance of buildings and grounds, as well as develop
less frequent maintenance schedules for vehicles and
equipment.

However, the long term results of taking such

an option may be more costly when buildings and equipment
have to be replaced sooner than otherwise .

•

•
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MAYOR
Description
The mayor is the official in charge of the city and
is the presiding officer of the City Council.

Most cities

operate under a council/manager system, where the City
Council makes policy and a full-time manager implements
that policy.

In some large cities, such as Los Angeles

and San Francisco, the mayor/council system prevails, and a
city manager is appointed by, and responsible to, the mayor.
Legal Basis
State law requires the City Council of general law
cities to choose one of its own members as mayor, and
gives the city the option of having an elected mayor.
Charter cities may provide for their own officers within
the charter.

(Government Code, Section 34002, 34900-905,

36801-804, 40601-40605, and Article XI, Section 5,
California Constitution) .
Funding
The office of mayor is a 100% local cost.
Impact of Proposition 13
21% reduction in funding.
Options
Salaries and staff of the mayor could be reduced.
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Parking meters are also self-supporting.

Parking functions are not a local cost item.
Impact of Proposition 13
Zero.
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PLANNING
Description
Land use plann

at the c

level is two-fold:

Long-range -- the city planning commission or
agency is responsible to the city council for
developing, implementing, and periodically reviewing
a general plan for land uses with the city, considering
and recommending action on environmental impact reports
on development projects, and reviewing of capital
improvement programs.

The commission recommends the

adoption of zoning for different areas within the city
consistent with the general plan.
Short-range -- the commission or a separate zoning
board reviews applications for various zoning
adjustments, such as variances or use permits.

The

commission, or a separate building commission, is
also responsible for formulating city building code
standards and issuing building permits.

A building

inspector operates at the behest of the commission to
check building plans and make on-site inspection to
insure code compliance.
Legal Basis
State law mandates the establishment of a planning
commission or planning agency in each general law city.
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POLICE
Description
The city police department provides traff

control,

patrol service, and other law enforcement and investigative functions required in enforcing the laws and
apprehending those suspected of criminal acts.
Legal Basis
State law requires the city council of each city to
appoint a police chief, who is in charge of the city
police department.

However, existing law does not require

that a city maintain a police department for the purposes
of law enforcement and protection.
Government Code, Sections 36501, 38630-638,

41601-611~

Penal Code, Section 830.1.
Funding
A city police department is a 90% to 98% local cost
function.

Approximately 2% to 10% of a police department

operating revenue comes from the city share of municipal
court fines and forfeitures, and the administration of
bicycle license fees, permits for firearms, and the like.
Some jurisdictions receive revenue sharing monies for
police purposes.
Impact of Proposition 13
19 - 21%

reduction in funding.
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Cities would realize savings from the

elimination of expensive retirement and fringe benefit
programs, and would gain the advantage of a youthful and
agile police force.
Cities might partially "civilianize" their police
department, by placing lower-paid paraprofessionals in
various support service, traffic control, complaint
response and field service positions.

In many cities

this is already done to some extent with police "cadets"
or "community service officers '1 •
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cleaning and refuse collection in some
cities.

Traffic control and engineering,

including provisions
marking and

signs, signals,

tallation of street and

name signs are part of the street
division's functions.
Sanitation - this division maintains and
repairs sewers and storm drains.

Garbage

and refuse disposal and solid waste
management, including the operation of
a city disposal point or dump, is part
of the sanitation function.
Water Quality Control - this city program
operates and maintains a municipal waste
water treatment and oxidation pending
system.
Electrical - all city owned electrical
installations, inc

street lights,

are maintained by this division.
Legal Basis
Some public works functions are state mandated, others
are not.

Cities are required by the Vehicle Code to erect

and maintain certain street signs and markings and conduct
certain traffic surveys.

Vehicle Code Sections 21351,

21361-63, 21366, 21372-73, 21458-60.5 and Vehicle Code
Section 627.

Street maintenance- when a city assumes

control of a street it has an implied duty to maintain it
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ance, rece
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state

for

a
combination of
of State

tax

an apportionment
the

of

traffic control devices, and street

ings is derived

primarily from fines and forefeitures from prosecutions
of violations of traffic laws in municipal court.

Revenue

bonds may be issued to construct sewer, water and other
enterprise-related works, and charges and fees for
services provided by these functions are used to repay
the bonds.
Garbage pickup and waste disposal are often fully
supported by user fees, but in some cities approximately
50% of the cost of these services is a local cost.
Administration, engineering, and electrical activities
are a local cost.

Overall, public works departments,

of those cities surveyed, are 16% dependent upon the
city general fund.
Impact of Proposition 13
4% reduction in funding.
Options
Road work and sel

upporting activities (i.e. water

and sewer) would be minimally effected by Proposition 13.
User fees for sewer and water operations which are not
currently self-supporting could be increased.

In addition,

charges could be increased to cover the full cost of
waste disposal where part

this cost is now a local

cost item.
To the extent that fees and charges could be set
to more than offset the cost of the service, the excess
could be used for administration, engineering and other
public works activities which are not self-supporting.
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Options
Some 75% of the street maintenance function

(including

street repairs, lighting and cleaning) is funded by property
tax revenues.

The reduction in such revenues will necessitate

either a reduction in road maintenance or a reallocation of
funds from other road functions to the maintenance function.
It should be noted that the failure to perform adequate
street maintenance may necessitate the early reconstruction
of such inadequately maintained streets.

In addition,

poorly maintained streets are a potential legal liability.
It should be noted that because the state restricts
the purposes for which gas tax subventions may be used, cities
can presume that they will continue to receive such funds for
street purposes and in the absence of a change in state
law will be required to utilize such funds for street
purposes.
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS
Introduction
There are approximately 4,700 special districts in California.
Special districts are autonomous units of local government
which provide various governmental services, generally within unincorporated areas, although some special districts are authorized
to provide services both to incorporated and unincorporated areas.
Most special districts have independent elected or appointed
governing boards, while some districts are governed ex-officio by
a board of supervisors, a city council, or by a combination of
council and board members.
Most special districts are single-function, providing such
services as fire protection or parks and recreation services.
Some single-function districts are, however, authorized to provide other services.

For example, a municipal water district is

authorized by law to provide fire protection and paramedic service.
Other districts, such as a community services district, are multipurpose and are authorized to provide over a dozen different kinds
of government services.
There are 55 different types of districts, many deriving
their powers from general statutes.

Others are so-called

"special act districts" -- districts for which legislation has
been tailor-made.

Districts vary in their dependence upon

revenue derived from ad valorem property taxation.

Many dis-

tricts which provide "utility" type services, such as sewer
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Maintenance Districts

Recreation and Park Districts
Resource Conservation Districts
Sanitary and County Sanitation Districts
Sewer and Sewer Maintenance Districts
Transit Districts
In this part, the report will deviate from the approach
taken thus far to the discussion of funding.

Rather than refer

to the "local cost" of the services provided by the special
districts included herein, reference will be make to dependence
on property tax revenues.

Because special districts, unlike

cities and counties, do not generate revenues from other taxes,
that portion of the cost of providing a given service, which is
not offset by user fees and charges, is met virtually 100% by
property tax revenues.
Because the financing mechanisms of water districts
activities are somewhat unique, the impact of Proposition 13
may be quite different for water districts than for other types
of special districts.
part will be

d~voted

Accordingly, a separate section of this
to discussing the impact of Proposition 13

on water agencies.
The following types of water districts are included:
California Water Districts
County Water Districts
County Waterworks Districts
Irrigation Districts
Water Agencies and Authorities
Water Conservation Districts
Water Storage Districts
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Table 3
IAL DISTRICTS

Approximate
Local Cost

Approximate
Funding
Reduction Under
Proposition 13

%

%

35-90

20-51

Fire Protection

90

51

Flood Control and
Water
ervation

78

44

Highway
Lighting

100

57

Community

ervices

ghway

spital

5

3

5-47

3-27

Public Utility

25-30

14-17

Reclamation

75-100

43-57

Municipal Utility

ource

ervation

28

16

50

29

10-90

6-51

15

9

10

5

13

7

Irrigat

18

10

Water Agencies and
Authorities

18

10

Water Conservation

22

13

0

0

County
Sewer and Sewer
Maintenance
Transit
Water Districts
Califo

er

County Water
Waterworks

Water Storage
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COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICTS
Description
In 1976-77 there were 206 community service districts
(CSD's).

As provided by statute, these districts are

authorized to perform a variety of over a dozen government
services, including water, sewer treatment, garbage and
waste collection and disposal, fire protection, parks
and recreation, street lighting, mosquito abatement,
police protection, library service, ambulance service,
public airports, improvements of city or county streets,
and the construction and improvement of

idges, culverts,

curbs, gutters and other street related works.
Legal Basis
Section 61000 et s

(Government Code) .

Funding
Since CSD's

provide one or a var

of services,

no single revenue picture can be established for CSD's.
These districts may form improvement dis

, for which

assessments can be

properties.

against bene

CSD's may also levy an ad valorem property tax to carry
out the district's operations and pay off district
indebtedness.

In addition, CSD's may fix rates, fees,

or charges for services on a per person or per property basis.
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if a CSD is
the purview of the 1961 act,

outside

may be poss

district to levy a fee or charge to

the
the loss of

revenue from property taxes.
Although it may be poss

for a CSD to increase
such fees and

fees and charges for services

charges are already levied, another question which arises
is whether a CSD could increase

for one service,

such as water, to cover the cost

other non-water or

non-enterprise related services which may be provided,
such as fire protection or police protection.
In any event, a CSD providing a multiplicity of
functions would appear to
(1}

options:

Eliminate some or several

of s

provided;
(2)

Reduce the level of services provided in
any one or

of

activities in which

it is engaged;
(3)

Increase fees and charges where possible.
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Additionally, those distr
sell and distr

ts which are authorized to

water

fees and charges for

this service.
Some d

receive federal or State aid for project

tr

construction purposes, and a small portion of revenue is
derived from interest, rent, and royalties on district
property or money.
Of the 35 special act

str

surveyed, the vast

majority are greatly dependent upon revenue from ad valorem
property taxes.

On the average, districts are 78% dependent

on this source of revenue, while revenue from assessments,
federal aid, interest, rents and royalties only make up a
small portion of the total revenue for such districts.
Although there is an average of 78% property tax dependence,
a majority of districts are 80% or more dependent on this
source for revenue.
Impact on Proposition 13
On the average a 44% reduction in funding.
Options
A major cost

control and water conservation

districts is the operation and maintenance of facilities
which have already been constructed, such as dams, reservo
and canals.

Most of

35 spec

s,

act flood control and

water conservation districts would be profoundly affected by
Proposition 13, since they are heavily dependent upon ad valorem
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HIGHWAY LIGHTING AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICTS
Description
There are approximate
maintenance districts.

600 lighting and lighting

The purpose of such districts

to install, replace and maintain street 1

systems

on public streets and highways.
Tax assessment zones may be es

ished in any area

of a highway lighting district which requires special
services or special facilities in addition to those
provided generally by a lighting
ment of obsolete equipment.

tr

, or

replace-

In such cases, the taxes

levied in such zones must be commensurate with the special
benefit to be provided within the zone.
Legal Basis
Highway Lighting

tr

Act (19000 et seq Streets

and Highways Code) and Ma

Distr

Act (5820 et seq

Streets and Highways Code) .

•

Funding
The activities of both highway light

districts and

lighting maintenance districts are funded by an annual ad
valorem tax levy.

Special services provided within a tax

assessment zone are also funded by ad valorem taxes levied
within such zone.
A survey of highway lighting and lighting maintenance
districts shows that such districts are virtually 100%
dependent on property tax revenues.
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23
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service.
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generated
mate

taxes
of the
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's revenues are
rt approxi-

Impact of Proposition 13
3% reduction in
Options
Since hospital

der

a small portion of

their total revenue from property tax, the easiest way to
offset this loss is to increase
provided.

The hospital is still

for s
an obligation,

however, to provide services regardless of the person's
ability to pay.

•

The hospital may also reduce expenses

through administrative changes and management decisions
to cut back or discontinue a service that is not generating
sufficient revenue s

as matern

'
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users within the district.

Pub1

statewide.

distr
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services:
(2)

Such

two categories of

1}

services; and

non-s
(

water
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1

, power,

, and garbage,
ic Utility
Distr

of fees
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(2)

fire
parks,
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courses, public
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drainage.
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revenue sources
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not be

or other
to the district.

Legal Basis
(Publ

Section 15500 et s

Util

ies Code) .

Funding
In addition to the authority to levy fees and charges
for services, public utility districts have two other
authorized revenue sources.
annual ad valorem taxes

First, the district may
on property with

tr

The second source of revenue is the standby charge.
The purpose of a standby charge is to assure that all
landowners who may benef
of a district pay the

from

ital improvements

fair share of the costs of such

improvements, even though they might not yet utilize the
available s
All public util

d

icts are authorized to

establish and levy a water s

charge on all property

within the district to which water is made available.
Generally, such charges may not exceed $10 per acre or
$5 for a parcel of less than one acre annually.
The act provides an
utility

tricts -- viz.

for three public
The Tahoe City Public Utility

District, the North Tahoe Public Utility District and
the South Tahoe Public Utility District.

These three

districts are authorized, until July 1979, to impose
water standby charges not to exceed $20 per acre.
These same three districts are also authorized to
establish and levy a sewer standby charge.
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-275-

The

granting

cret
over

or

districts in

1

Cali

or restoration of land subject
or

to

waters.

statute to

These districts are

water irrigation systems,

to contracts
under the

government

Rec

Act

water s

2, to operate

, water

igation, and flood

control
are some 18 "special

In
tr

act" rec

, the

and powers of

the same.

et s
Funding
the Water Code,

tr
are

sments or

tion

ects.
are

maintenance of

ects of the district.

As an

maintenance costs

alternative to f

of

from

on each $

ized to levy
operation and

assessments on

supervisors

sue general obliga-

a
of assess

tax
valuation.
-2
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royalties on the

their revenue
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Of those districts s

, 70% use the assessment

method of f

of recla.J:nation

projects, and the vast

or

these are 90% to 100%

dependent upon revenues from this source.
comes from interest,

, concess

Some 20% of the distr

The remainder

, and the like.

are 75 to 100% dependent

upon revenue derived from ad valorem property taxes to
finance maintenance and operat

costs.

A few districts

are primarily dependent upon revenues derived from rents
and concessions and presumably would not be affected by
Proposition 13.
Impact of Proposition 13
Those districts

are 75% - 100% dependent on

property tax revenues

a 43% - 57% reduction

in funding.
Options
The major

of

tr

which rely on

the assessment method to finance operation and maintenance
costs would not be impacted by Proposition 13, since such
assessments are levied on
therefore not

ect to

basis of benefit and are
1

of Proposition 13.

However, those districts which are to some extent,
dependent upon ad valorem property tax revenues have
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the district.

cost

an improvement

may be assess
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cost of
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• be supported by

f
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or

such
e charges for

assessments,
the use of water

by an

trict
There

d

a
tr

tax revenues,
However

resource censeron property
to 100%.
resource conservation district
resource conservation

distr

are

tax revenues,

3% dependent on charges,

der

40%

of their revenue from state and federal aid.
Impact of Proposition 13
16% reduction in funding.
Options
For those resource conservation districts which have
established improvement districts and thus may avail them-

I

selves of the option to impose fees for services provided
by the improvement district facilities, few options
are available.
However, those districts which have established
improvement districts may choose to exercise the option
to impose service charges or to increase currently
imposed service charges as necessary to finance the
maintenance and operation of improvement district
facilities.
Finally, the Resource Conservation District Law
could be amended to eliminate the current distinction
between districts which have established improvement

•

districts and those which have not, so as to authorize
all resource conservation districts to impose service
charges to finance the costs of maintenance and
operation of all district facilities.
It should also be noted that to the extent that
the cost of improvement works are assessed against
individual properties on the basis of benefit to such
properties, such assessments would not be subject to the
provisions of Proposition 13.
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levy service charges, connection fees and fees for

related services, such as the distribution of water.
Some sanitary districts receive funds from the State
water quality control board as the result of a State
bond act approved by the people in June 1974 to match
grants from the federal government for the improvement

•

of sewage and water waste treatment and reclamation
facilities.
Of the districts surveyed, approximately one-half
of both county sanitation and sanitary districts are
more than 50% dependent upon revenue from property
taxes.

The vast majority of these districts are

between 25% and 75% property tax dependent.

The

balance of the revenue is derived from fees and charges,
and approximately 20% of sanitary and county sanitation
districts are almost 100% dependent upon service
charges, connection fees and related fees.

Proposition 13

would have little effect on these districts.
Impact of Proposition 13
Average 29% reduction in revenues.
Options
To the extent that sanitary and county sanitation
districts are dependent upon revenue from property taxes
to finance fixed costs of operation and administration
of the district, charges for services provided by the
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district could be increased to make up the difference in
lost property tax revenue.

In addition, cuts in personnel

for such services as emergency repairs and other non-fixed
operating expenses could be made.
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SEWER AND SEWER MAINTENANCE DISTRICT
Description
There are approximately 24 sewer districts and
8 sewer maintenance districts authorized by statute to
provide sanitary sewer, storm water drainage, and
water services.
Legal Basis
4600 et seq (Health and Safety Code); 4860 et seq
(Health and Safety Code).
Funding
Two sources of revenue are currently available to
sewer and sewer maintenance districts.

First, such

districts may levy an ad valorem property tax to finance
the operation and maintenance of the district's functions.
In addition, sewer and sewer maintenance districts may
prescribe and Lmuuoe fees, tol

, rates, rentals, and

other charges for service, including a connection fee
on each parcel of property which is hooked up to the
district's sewer system.

Such districts may also levy

a sewer standby charge on all property within the
district to which sewer service is made available.
A survey of sewer and sewer maintenance district
budgets shows a tremendous variation in the degree
to which such districts depend on property tax revenues.
For example, some districts are only 10% dependent upon
property tax revenues.
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RECREATION AND PARK
Description
There are approximately 260 recreation and park
districts which are authorized to conduct recreation
programs, establish, construct and maintain recreation
centers including parks and parkways.

In addition a

recreation and park district may provide fire protection
services within the district and any of the following
services if the district is located in an area where
such services are not provided:

garbage collection and

disposal, street lighting and sweeping services.
Legal Basis
Chapter 4

(commencing with Section 5780) of

Division 5 of the Publ

Resources Code.

Funding
Park and recreation districts rely

imarily on

property tax revenues to meet the costs of providing
park and recreation facilities and services.

While

many districts impose fees and charges for services
such as the use of swimming pools, revenue from fees
accounts for approximately 10% of the district's costs.
With state and federal aid contributing 7% to the
district's costs, park and recreation districts, on the
average, are 75% dependent on property tax revenue.
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TRANSIT DISTRICTS
Description
There are 22 trans
pursuant to spec

1

established

d

lative acts and authorized to

provide transit services within one or more counties.
Legal Basis
lities Code.

Section 24500 et seq, Public
Funding

The financing mechanism available to transit districts
are basically four:

(1) federal aid;

(3} fares; and (4) local taxes.

(2) state aid;

On a statewide basis the

average transit district derives approximately 23% of its
revenues from fees and 15% of its revenue from property
taxes, with 37% of revenues generated from state and
federal sources.

Many transit districts are, however,

35-40% dependent on property tax revenues.
The two federal programs administered by the Urban
Mass Transit Administration (UMTA) require that recipient
transit systems comply with the maintenance of local
effort provisions which require state and local matching
money to be at least equal to the average of such matching
portion for the two preceeding years.
The State, pursuant to the Transportation Development
Act, provides funds for operation and capital improvement
purposes from sales tax revenues.
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layoffs.

Transit employees will undoubtedly seek remedies under these
"l3c Agreements".

The determination of each transit system's

liability and continued eligibility for UMTA funding will
have to be determined by the Department of Labor and the
Department of Transportation on a case-by-case basis.
One option available to the State is to modify the
local match requirements of the Transportation Development

•

Act so that State funding assistance may continue to flow
to transit districts.
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WATER AGENCIES
Introduction
In California, there are about 3,500 public and
private water agencies.

Many of these agencies were once

private companies, but over time have been converted to
public agencies because of the advantages of being a
public agency.

These advantages include (1) the ability

to levy property taxes,

(2) the ability to issue tax

exempt rather than taxable bonds,
bonds with property taxes,
land,

(3) the ability to back

(4) the ability to condemn

(5) the ability to charge all lands within the

district for services, and (6) the enhanced ability to
receive federal and state grants for various purposes.
The roughly 3,000 public water agencies in California
are organized under about 150 different enabling acts.
Within the 150 different acts, there are about 40 general
acts under which the public agencies may be created by
the voters of an area under the procedures specified in
the particular general act.
Under the 150 different acts, there are about 100
"special act" districts.
Public water agencies are generally authorized to
undertake one or more of the following activities:

Water

supply, water distribution, domestic water treatment,
sewage collection, sewage treatment, sewage disposal,
flood control, storm drain maintenance, levee maintenance,
canal maintenance, water recharge, recreation, water
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contracts to
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a vote of

the Constitution

contract from each other,

11

Proposition 13

water

s

f

with how one

party (usual

the water purchaser) raises the

the amounts specified in the contract.

to repay

For example, a public

water agency with such a contract might presently use water
charges and non-voter approved ad valorem assessments to
repay existing contract charges.

Under Proposition 13, the

non-voter approved ad valorem assessment would be subject
to the 1% limitation.

If such ad valorem assessments can

be reduced by increasing water charges, it is likely that
the agencies would make this shift to maximize the total
revenues, which could be used for operation and maintenance
purposes rather than for contract payments.
The third problem for public water agencies under
Proposition 13 would be how to finance new water developments.
California has substantial remaining water problems, and
structuring solutions to these problems will be more difficult
under the provisions of Proposition 13.
Water agencies generally derive their revenue from
three sources:
(1)

ad valorem property tax assessments

(2)

acreage levies

(3)

water charges

The State Controller's Financial Transactions Concerning
Special Districts of California, 1975-76 annual report
provides financial information on 921 public water agencies.
The total revenue of these agencies was $760 million of
which $189 million (25%) was generated from ad valorem
property tax assessments, and acreage levies.
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$37 million

of the $189 million was generated from ad valorem property
tax assessments for

purpose of principal and interest

payments on outstanding indebtedness.
agency laws require voter

Since most water

of long-term debt, it is

probable that districts could continue to levy such
assessments under Proposition 13.

In addition, $17 million

of the $189 million was generated from assessments based
on acreage for the purpose of principal and interest payments
on

long~term

debt.

Because such

voter approved,

and because an assessment based on acreage may not be
considered an ad valorem tax, d

tricts could continue to

levy such assessments under Proposition 13.
?\bout $134 million of the $189 million is qenerated from
ad valorem property assessments and is used for costs other
than principal and interest on bonded indebtedness.
it is probable that

$134 million (17.6% of the total

water agency revenues) would be s
of the initiative.
$450 million or

Thus,

ect to the limitations

water agencies also derived
f

their revenues from charges and

fees.
Since water
to impose water charges
of acreage or benefit, it

1 be able under the Proposition
levy assessments on the basis
be necessary to finance

new water developments through these revenue mechanisms
rather through ad valorem tax assessments.
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The following section will examine the most prevalent
types of water districts.

These districts include:

California Water Districts
County Water Districts
County Waterworks Districts
Irrigation Districts
Water Agencies and Authorities
Water Conservation Districts
Water Storage Districts.
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In 1975-76, California Water Districts' revenues
totaled $56.8 million of which $13.1 million (23% of
was der

property

the

$13.1 million, $2.4 million (47% of total revenues) was
generated from ad valorem assessments and used for payment
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COUNTY WATER DISTRICTS
Description
County Water Districts total 189 statewide.

These

districts are authorized to furnish water for any present
or future beneficiary use, acquire, appropriate, control,
conserve, store, and supply water, including drainage
and flood waters; drain and reclaim lands, generate and
sell at wholesale incidental hydroelectric power; use
any land or water under district control for recreational
purposes; acquire, construct, and operate sewer, fire
protection, and sanitation facilities.
Legal Basis
Section 3000 et seq Water Code.
Funding
County Water Districts may issue general obligation
bonds by a two-thirds vote of the elctorate.
County Water Districts' revenues are derived from
water and sewer rates, investments, oil and mineral sales,
leases, electrical energy sales, recreational charges,
and sanitation charges.

County water districts may also

levy ad valorem assessments on all property within the
district.
In 1975-76, County Water Districts revenue totaled
$101.8 million of which $19.1 million (19% of total
revenue) was derived from property levies.

Of this $19.1

million, $3.4 million (3% of total revenues) was derived
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COUNTY WATERWORKS
Description
tr

are authorized to supply

inhabitants of the distr

water for irrigation,

domestic, industrial, or f

protection purposes; acquire

and conserve water from any source; treat or reclaim saline
water and sewage; construct

operate sewage collection,

treatment, and disposal facil
There are 88 county waterwork districts.
Legal Basis
Section 55000 et

Water Code.

Funding
County Waterworks
and sewer service

trict revenues derive from water
County Waterworks D

tricts

may assess ad valorem assessments upon all taxable property
in the distr
In l

5-76, County Waterworks Districts revenue totaled

$15.8 million of which $3.8 million
was
$1.8 mill

(24~

of total revenues)

Of th

$3.8 mill

(11% of total revenues) was generated from

ad valorem assessments, and used for the payments of bond
principal and interest, $50,000 (less than 1% of total
revenues) was derived from acreage assessments, and $1.8
(13% of total operating revenues) was derived from
ad valorem assessments and not used for principal and
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interest payments.

Approximately $9 million or 65% of total

revenues was

water

Impact of Proposition 13
reduction
Options
The
0

Proposition 13 may be
es

wat.er
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Impact of Proposition 13
10% reduc
Options
A water agency or authority may choose to either
increase water or to rely more heavily on acreage
assessments rather than ad valorem assessment.
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Description
total 8 statewide and are

Water Storage Distr

authorized to divert, store, conserve, and distr
water.

D

are

tr

to

reel

land, and generate power.
Legal Basis
Section 39000 Water Code.

Water Storage
and power sales.
to collect

tr

revenue
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are author
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT CASH FLOW
Description
Many local agencies rely on such financial tools as tax
revenue bonds, grant anticipation notes, and interfund borrowing
to see them through the fiscal "dry spells" in between receipt
of major tax collections, grants or subventions.

This practice

is especially prevalent among those local agencies which are
heavily dependent upon property taxes, since the bulk of such
taxes become available only twice a year (collections from the
secured tax roll are due in December and April; taxes on the
smaller unsecured roll are due in August).
Anticipation notes are essentially low interest loans, with
the estimated tax revenue or grant proceeds pledged as collateral.
Typically, banks will loan up to 85% of the anticipated proceeds
at interest rates of 2.5% to 3%.

When the tax or other revenues

due become available, they are used to repay the lender.

Then

the cycle may start anew.
Not all local agencies rely on anticipation notes, however.
The State Constitution authorizes the treasurer of any city
or county to make interfund transfers to meet the obligations of
any local agency whose funds are in custody and paid out through
the treasurer's office.

This interfund borrowing authorizes

"loans" of up to 85% of the taxes accruing to the "borrowing"
agency.

Funds may be borrowed from July 1, but must be repaid

by the last Monday in April of the same fiscal year.
agencies avail themselves of this option.
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Some local

er

One drawback of

borrowing, however, is that the
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agenc

s

to p
se
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borrowed.

erest to those
This reduces the poten-

tial interest revenue of

se other agencies and has led to

discontent which has

ely led to some reduction in the

t

use of this option.
Other agencies rely on rna
plus to bridge gaps

aining a sufficiently high sur-

revenue allocations.

Some agencies have

a particular mix of revenue sources which results in a more even
flow of revenues.

er cit

of autonomy in meet

thei

s

particular have a great deal

revenue needs;

the flexibility to

schedule certain revenues as needed.
Counties are the

ies which most consistently rely upon

tax or revenue antic

ion notes.

Legal Basis
Government
53859 (grant
pation notes).

53822 (tax anticipation notes),

t

ation notes), 54664 (revenue bond anticile

t

I

6, paragraph 3 (interfund

borrowing).
Funding
es kept on anticipation notes

There are no st
or interfund

becaus

sidered to constitute a long-term

transactions are not cont.

Impact of Proposition 13
which local agencies will

The uncertainties
receive how much prope

ax revenue, and when, is the principal
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factor which leads to a severe disruption of local agency cash
flow under Proposition 13.
This uncertainty has already led the major banks and bond
underwriters to refuse to purchase any tax anticipation bonds
because of the lack of "collateral."

Similarly, interfund bor-

rowing is no longer possible.
A "catch'22" situation exists with respect to non-property
tax revenue anticipation bonds.

Although local agencies may be

guaranteed substantial sums of non-property tax revenue, lenders
have maintained that such sums are obviously already spoken for,
--to pay the cost of programs which the property tax will henceforth be unable to meet -- and thus, the anticipated non-property
tax revenues constitute inadequate collateral.
Other lenders have indicated a willingness to lend, but
only if the money which is lent is then placed in escrow.

This

means that the money cannot be used for any purpose, which
defeats the whole purpose of borrowing in the first place.

Such

a loan would also be at a 6% or greater interest rate.
This inability to secure short-term notes, or engage in
interfund borrowing, could be catastrophic to local agencies,
for without such interim financing they would undoubtedly incur
a budgetary deficit, a condition which is constitutionally prohibited (Article XVI, Section 7 and 18).
Warrants issued under such circumstances would not be
honored, at least at the face value.

Holders of such warrants

would have their warrants "registered", (i.e. they would stand
in line to be paid as funds were made available).
-350-

Bankers

could decide to honor these warrants, but would almost certainly
discount their face value

so doing

the hope of cashing

in on full value when the agency again becomes solvent.

However,

to issue or pay any county warrants under these conditions would
constitute a misappropriation of funds and the auditor or treasurer would be personally liable for such action.

(Section 29120,

of the Government Code).
The occurrence of such events would most likely result in
irreparable damage to the credit rating of the agency.
An example of the diffi

ties faced by counties in parti-

cular is shown on the table on page J53 which indicates the 1978-79
projected cash flow for the County of Los Angeles under Proposition 13.

By that county's estimate, their fiscal year 1977-78

surplus will finance expenditures only through July 19, 1978.
Options
The number of cash

ow options open to local governments

is limited.
Prohibitions

st

respect to the expenditure of

general obligation bond proceeds or accumulated capital outlay
funds for any purpose o

their approved purpose.

cannot be used as collateral, s

They

is constitutes a pledge of

those monies for an alternate use.
Existing law proh

its

'taxes, income, revenue, cash re-

ceipts or other monies" received for "a special purpose" from
being pledged for a note,

ess "an equivalent amount of the

proceeds from said note is set aside and used for said special
purpose."

(Government Code Section 53856).
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This restriction

also inhibits the use of available funds as collateral.
Local agencies may choose to borrow from their employee
pension or retirement plans.

The advisability of such practices,

which contributed in part to the New York City fiscal chaos, is
certainly questionable.
The remaining options rest with the state.

Excluding out-

right take-over of local programs, state options basically involve state loans, state grants or revenue sharing, accelerated
state subvention payments schedules, or delayed collection of
local contributions to state programs.
The immediate problem of local governments' inability to
borrow can only be resolved by the state providing, by statute,
for a specific (and substantial) sum of revenue to the affected
agencies.

This would enable these agencies to offer acceptable

proof to their lenders that a certain level of revenues will
indeed be forthcoming.

On this basis, tax anticipation notes

could be obtained to see the local agencies so affected through
their fiscal crisis.
The level of state funding depends upon whether the Legis-

•

lature wishes to replace lost local revenue, or simply to aid
local agencies in carrying out a reduced level of operation.
Possible mechanisms for such relief are:

(1) enactment of

an allocation system for the 1% property tax levies;

(2) freezing

homeowner and business inventory exemption subvention payments at
the level of current law projections for 1978-79, and/or accelerating the date of payment;

(3) reducing and/or delaying county

contributions for SSI-SSP and Medi-Cal.
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v .. rrantl

40,105,889

40,10.5,1111

38,061,1!53

311,061,853

38,061,853

38,061,85)

473,094,506

708,546

708.546

7011,546

70!!. 546

11,5(.'2,552

42,612,122

1,5:21,200

708,546

; ...... ~ Assets
!ot.al

~
IHsburu~~~o~tnU

Hi.JT..H.ed C.uh

708,546 .

203.101,720
69,l44 0 1185

FEDERAL REVENUE
Descri]2tion
The

Revenue

Act, enacted in 1972, made available

general grants to state

1 governments.

aid (which must

ific purposes) or bloc grants

Unlike categorical

(which must be

program areas) , general

revenue

state and local income

source which can

program areas depending

on the priorities of

body.

The
generally

among the states is

GRS
on

population, per capita

personal income, and taxes.

However, California receives a greater

allocation

5-

an

, which additionally
urban population.

considers state
One-

's total

s

to the state

s automatically allocated
is apportioned to cities

two-

Thus, areas with

and counties based on

populations are entitled

heavy tax
to relatively
Revenues
The Department

F

s the state's share of GRS
seal

will be $252,924,648

This means the total

current law, would be $758,775,000.

allocation to Cali
Of this

1978-79.

$3

,156,0 0

about $189,694,000 to cities.

-355-

go to counties and

GRS
Few ci

s a 100%

cost.

s or counties spend all

Federal law

to be

rece

to

or save i t

sum

expenditures,

thin the

lowab

time frame.
The actual use to which GRS
is difficult to

are put at the local level

Actual Use

required by

federal government break down

the

cities and counties, but these categories are quite broad and
do not show the net fiscal ef

such monies have on local

government.
The table below

percentage expenditures

program category for both ci

and counties.
%
Total Revenue
Expenditures
Counties (a) Cities (b)

Expenditure Category

Public
Environmental
Publ
Health
Recreation/Culture
Libraries
Social
Poor
Financial
General Government
Education
Social Development
Housing & Community Development
Economic Development
Other

*

23.6
2.1
12 1
12.3
14.7
2.6
8.6

4.2

40.7
12.7
6.4
0.4
16.4

1.
0.7

*

15.1

7.6

0.4

0.7
0.4
0.8
0.5
15.3

0.9
0.1
0
0.6

less than 0.1%

(~California

State
ice of Economic Opportunity,
California County Revenue Sharing Actual Use Report:
An Analysis 1974-75; for FY 1974-75

(~

Universi
of California, Riverside, Lovell, et al;
The Effects of General Revenue Sharing on 97
ties
in Southern California (June 30, 1975); average of
FY 1972-3, 73-4, 74-5.
-356-

The net

revenue sharing money on local

government

is introduced into

a government's revenue

additive to

general funds or

would have otherwise

been raised from

revenue sources.

For example,

s

budgets $10,000 of

the revenue sharing

lice expenditures.

This budget allocation

effects:

$10,000 may be

to

protection, 2)

$10,000

1} the

" amount spent on police
can

"bump" $10,000 (

up, displace, or

revenue sources) which can

now be allocated to some

luding reserve funds,

or 3) the $10,000 can

source revenues,
from those other

thus allowing a cut
sources.
Based on

75

California

c

of 97 Southern
effects were identified:

1

Est.% of Total
29.3
26.8
23.0
8.4
4.5
3.4
1.6
0.5
0.3
1.2

Tax Cut

- 57-

zed

The U.C.

on

effects as follows:
GRS,

Associated wi

a

revenue over which

in those sources

the most

This suggests that GRS has been
revenues (by allowing the

for
or

ties to make

creases) or indirectly substitutive
due to factors other than GRS

in-

increments lost

which occurred at about

same

time) .
Associated with the advent of GRS, there

been an in-

crease in incremental spending for capital projects during
first two years

GRS.

There is, however, some

that

this trend did not continue through the third year of the program.
There is evidence to indicate that, contrary to what other
studies have found, the public safety function has not been a
the GRS program, in terms

primary beneficiary

net

in expenditures.

populations, as

s

to bene

The GRS formula was

th

1 as to reward cities with high tax effort.

In 1976, the State

Office of Economic Opportunity reported

that the counties with the largest populations of poor
spent the least amount of GRS money on programs for health,
services for the poor and aged, education, and housing, and
community development.
The U.C. Rivers

Several counties spent nothing.
study concluded

most GRS

could not be assigned to particular income groups.

tures

Based on

interviews, the study found that cities spent between 0-36% on

-358-

programs targeted at the

However, the study also noted

(a)

income populations, most

expendi

some way, and

(b) to the extent

was

of locally-derived revenues

(e.g. property taxes), such

would provide a greater

percentage benefit, re

to income, for the poor than for

the higher-income
Cities

low income profiles tend to

receive more GRS

cities with affluent

populations, and,

constitute a relatively

large percentage of
populations.

cities with low income

However,

in other sources

is

so true that city governments rich

revenue

The latter

to receive more GRS funds than

occur

sales tax revenues in

California are

sale rather than on a

population or other
cities to

is.

enormous

tax revenues, thus appearing

to have a high "tax

in

is beyond their
property

tax at

funds to such

This causes certain

this revenue source

city may levy little or no
1.

tax ef

course, would skew GRS

s.

Impact of Proposition 13
Revenue Sharing estimates that, under

The Federal

a total of $67 million, of

Proposition 13, California
which $45 million

)

a loss to cities and counties, and

the projects to

al
- 5 -

their GRS funds.

This estimate assumes no

revenue; to

extent

such revenues are forthcoming the loss of GRS

a

reduced because the state

"tax

effort" factor.
There may also
among cities and
entire

pronounced shifts of remaining GRS funds
If

government levies the

$4.00 general purpose rate, and tax e

is measured

by dollars raised, rather than received, then there will be a
shift from cities to counties.
On the other hand, if the present tax collection system is
maintained, then a reduction in "tax effort" will shift funds
from counties to cities, as counties are more

tax

dependent, and thus will lose the greatest "tax effort".
Faced with a loss of local revenues, cities and counties
are likely to use GRS funds exclusively for state or federal
mandated programs.

The United Way

states:

If Jarvis passes, the revenue sharing
block grant
dollars now flowing from local government to voluntary
agencies will be
led to help
ties and counties
maintain basic services •.. GRS funding from
governments to voluntary agencies can be expected to
be cut back drastically or stopped entirely.
Cities now supplementing health and welfare services
on a discretionary basis
11 be forced to eliminate
these optional programs
order to maintain essential
public safety and public works functions. The result
will be increased demands for voluntary agency services.
Thus, at the very time that the demand for services is
increasing, the government supported capacity of the
voluntary sector will be diminishing.

It seems logical to assume, therefore, that cities and
counties will shift most, if not all, of their remaining GRS
funds to the public safety area, as the highest budgetary pri-360-

ority.

Potentially,

mean an initial loss of $322
, transportation,

million from soc

, etc . , and an

environmental
equivalent
Whether
for pub

retain the GRS funds

s

them to "bump" some local

, or use

revenues already

safety, thus allowing a

transfer to some

budget item, is unknown.

on

in GRS funds will
t, per capita, on low income

have the greatest

populations receive the

persons, as cities
most GRS funds,
wealth

itself is high-wealth or lowresource .

Options
The amount

GRS

al

to each state is fixed by

formulas
The states

some

as to how the local 2/3rds of

this allotment is to

The Legislature could

modify this state

to

factor, in

ze

ize "tax effort" as a
GRS shifts.

The cities
other

to increase local taxes

the

individual "tax

effort" factor.

the greatest likelihood

of success in

their present "home rule"

taxing powers.

counties, may have to

raise taxes via

2

vote--

tax

procedure contained

in Section 4 of Proposition
Local GRS

costs may

the funds into a s
-361-

by channeling

ATT AGIMENT 1
701:2

(

Figure 701-A
Distribution of Funds

1. National Appropriation

I
3. State Area Allocation:
House 5-Factor Formula
(population, state income
tax, urban population,
general tax effort, relative
income)

2. State Area Allocation:
Senate 3-Factor Formula
(population, tax effort,
relative income)

~

4. State Area Allocation:
Whichever of 2 formulas
yields higher amount

r--;z

5. State Governrnent:
Receives 1/3 of state
area allocation

l
6. Local Governments:
Receive 2/3 of state
area allocation

8. Indian Tribe or Alaskan
7. County Area Allocation:
Native Village:
Divide state area funds on~---!!
Receives amount in proporbasis of population, tax
tion to its share of county
effort, relative income
area population

9. Local Governments Within
County Area:
Divide funds between county
government, municipalities
and townships on basis of
adjusted taxes of each

~
. 10. County Government
Allocation:
Allocated on the basis
of adjusted taxes

11. Municipalities:
Allocated to individual
municipalities by population, tax effort, relative
income

~2.

Townships:
Allocated to individual
townships by population, tax effort, relative
income

I

\
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ATTN'HMENT 2

RIEVENlU! SHAIIUNG IE)(I'£NDITUIUS BY PROGRAM AREA, IIY SIZIE Of COUNTY, 1914-75
!ho,JSan<i>)
(Dollar amounn

County Population
50,001-!00,000

!H'iO,OOO

Actuo.l
Expenditures

~ion

Total

tures

Percent
of
Total

$1,188
575

9.0

20.8

1,503

4.8

1,785
llll
400
3M
78
4,171

11.4
1:L5
0.9
3.0
0.6
31.7

2,994

22.7

$3,385
1,822
2,341
543
483

30.0

61
H6
1,604
385

lUI

no

•

Actual
Expeodi-

HIO, 001-500,000

16.2
4.3
.0

LO
14.2

Actual
Expenditu""'

4.4

1,000,001 and over

Percent
o!
Total

Actual
Expenditureo

Percent
of
Total

Actual
Expenditures

Percen~

25.1
3.0
3.8
27.2

1120,226
661
10,093
1,782
6,300
3,658
13,5!8
888
11,768

29.9
1.0
H.ll

26.5
1.1
14.3
9.4
22.3

1115

0.3

$46,814
1,1152
25,239
16,515
39,2111
1,533
11,316
11,148
22,469
10
55
71

!1.4

4.1

2.8

3.4

500,000-1,000,000

6.0
3.1
18.1
1,180
2
32

2.6
9.3
5.4
20.0
1.3
14.5

1.4

254

2.3

162

1.4

1.8

$11,266

!00.0

100.0

$67,621

100.0

$176,413

of
Total

0.9
6.4
6.3
12.7

O.l

for all Counti<dl
Actual
Expenditures

Percent
of
Total

$92,446
7,4117
42,364
43,217
51,;,()4
11,155
30,231
14,795
53,085
1,575
3,247
324

26.3
2.1
12.1
12.3
14.7
2.6
8.6

2,177

0.6

$103,146

$368,388

$640,854

55.3

65.11

47.9

54.9

for prior yr:M ovenrl.ateme'Jlt..
ikp<rrl.:

An A MIN":. lliH-1/i.

-~~:;:::::;5;;86~

CJ)C'400..0Mf"ooc-tt0
00~

63-

0.9
0.1

100.0

100.0

$20,375

• DetJ>il m.a.y no! add to tota.l due to ro<mding.
~: California Sute Office of Eeooomie Opportunity, CaJ.iforniJJ C<nJnJy &.<nve Sharing Ad>ull ('..

4.2
15.1
0.4

vi-~..;-·

a

..,
r

.41: Tax cut

REVENUE SHARING EXPENDITURES BY "FISCAL EFFECT."
ALL 97 CITIES COMBINED, FYs 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75.

::t:"
8

• 38l Federal
aid reatoration

• 17. Inc reued
pay and beaefita

I

.47l Othar
.221. aorrowing \
avoidance

.641 Increased
pay benefits

......,,,.,... ~ ·~

\

\

I

.81 Federal

1.57. Other""'

\

1.61: SorrO<iing
avoidance
\

·

\

..--.-l,____

30.91: Program
maintenance

8. 3't increased
fund balances~

19 .9't New
capital--

I

w

.9% Increased

0)

pay benefits \

"""I
"'-29 .01: Tax
stabilization

2.91: Borrowing
avoidance
\
.61: Tax cut
\

J-..l-.r.---.

22.91 T a x /
stabilization

1974-75

9.07. New or
expanded operations"'

8. 9% Federal

12.47. Increased _ _
fund balances

17 .27. Tax
~tabilization

13.87. Program/

Source:

Interview Data

U.C. Riverside Study

"

w

43.31 Procn
mdnteMnce

fund balanceo

1971-73

I

2 ,J% New and
ex:p&nded operations __

2.11: New and
axpaaded operatioRa----4.St Increased

\

~

maintenance

1973-74

.

:J:>r

• 57. Racrutton
1.n Soeial

urvice

·

1 .57. !!ealth

~

REVENUE SHARING EXPENDITURES BY FUNCTION .
ALL 97 CITIES COMBINED, FYs 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75.

()

I

. 57. Libraries
.16 7. Health

1:1'1. l'lsi!U.c
2. 71. Other
O!'trat1ng expenditures
.02' Recreation
and culture

14.7% Environmental

5.2~

. 52; Soelal
service
2. 51 Libraries
Public

.06% Social

,j::>

tranaportatio<>-

l'f<>teeUon

5 .4 7,. Recreation

6.4 7, Public
safety capital

49. 3'1. Public

9.87_ Public
safety

7. uther
capital
expendicures

- 8 .1·· ~!Ultipurpose
general government

5. 97 Other

capital expenditures
3.3- Transportation

3.37. Transporta-

13.6- Environmental
protection

.37 libraries

~~~1~~~0Environmental
·'·

.4,

!~alth

2.1· Education
.67. Soeial
. 3'- Environmental
service
.97. Public

• 14 Z Financial
administration

~~~·a~~elopment
operating
1974-75

1. 5 · Environmental
protection

44.6 · Public

safety operating

6 .17, Public
safety
5.29'1, ~ltipurpose

general government
5.17. Environmental
conservation
4 .97, Other
capital expenditure•
4.3% Transportation
1.67. Housing
1.07, Social development
.5% Economic development

Shaded Areas : Capital Expenditures
Interview Data

conservation
l.lt Econ,.ie
development

31.2'1: other

1972-73

Source:

· ····-··

u.c.

Riverside study

expens~s

LIABILITY INSURANCE
Description
Counties, cities and special districts must be
adequately insured for general liability.
damage is optional.

Property

The operation of insurance programs

is generally handled by the jurisdiction's administrator .

•

Many local agencies purchase coverage from private
carriers.

Agencies that have the resources oftentimes

choose to be self-insured.

This means that they

reserve what they think they will need to pay claims
which they process themselves.

Some agencies choose

a combined approach by purchasing coverage for a
certain amount and then being self-insured for payouts
over that amount.
Funding
Liability insurance is a 100% local cost.
It is very difficult to determine how much money local
governments pay for insurance coverage and claims payouts
because of the different approaches to obtaining protection
and the large number of jurisdictions.

Municipal liability

insurance is becoming very expensive and in some cases
almost unavailable at any price.

This is generating

interest in jurisdictions pooling to cover the deductible
portion of their policies.
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Impact cf Proposition 13
40% reduction in funding for countiesi 21% reduction
in funding for c

s; 57% reduction in funding for special

districts.
Options
Passage of Proposition 13 would probably stimulate
more interest in self-insuring.

The problem with this

approach, however, is that many jurisdictions do not
have the resources to self-insure.

Pooling for some

jurisdictions could be a possible solution.

-367-

APPENDIXES

APPENDIX I
COMPARISON OF PROPERTY TAXES
UNDER CURRENT LAW AND
PROPOSITION 13
(1978-79 to 1981-82)

Gross Assessed
Values
(in millions)

Effective
Statewide
Tax Rate

Gross
Property
Taxes
(in millions)

Local
Government
Revenue Loss
(in millions)

1978-79
Current Law
Proposition 13

$120,031
108,072

$10.40
5.00

$12,483
5,404

$ 7,079

132,034
114,139

10.45
5.00

13,806
5,707

8,099

143,918
120,625

10.47
5.00

15,080
6,032

9,048

156,151
127,505

10.57
5.00

16,499
6.375

10,124

1979-80
Current Law
Proposition 13
1980-81
Current Law
Proposition 13
1981-82
Current Law
Proposition 13

4 year local
government
property tax
revenue loss
Source:

$34,350

current law assumptions by Department of Finance, Proposition 13
assumptions by Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee staff
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383 Hall
Gentlemen:

STATEMENTS REGARDING
--PROPOSITION 13
On March 16

Department
in the event
member
summarized
reviewed

memorandum to each
y curtailment plan
I have provided each
responses and briefly
are presently being
concerned departments.
those included in
This is due to serious
amount of property
to the County if
estimates vary from a
reduction depending
courts or Legislature

1.

secured personal
by the State Board
s) are limited to
The Attorney
these areas

2.

11 have on
tax roll
appear to comnit
1 percent of market
for all local
c
, districts,

-2-

sors

stributing the taxes raised
limitation between the
•

4.

of Proposition
exclude
taxes to the County or cities
distributions only to 11 districts" ..

j
tions may choose to initiate legal
County o.c o
a court determination on one or more of these
<.tctions or
matters. The school districts are already exploring legal action
<JI) Josue if/:4.

'L'he

•

ili1c of the greatest problems with proposing sufficient curtailrnents to meet the Proposition 13 limitations is the fact that
these revenue reductions are so severe that they may require
that we recommend expenditures and service levels below that
.t:equired by State or Federal regulations or other legal obligations. In addition, the provisions of the proposition are
sufficiently unclear as to making a definitive analysis
impossible and subsequent litigation almost certain.

However, our review of positions and departmental curtailments
will be based on the following criteria which would be necessary
if Proposition 13 passes:
Percent Curtailment of
Category
1977-78 Net County Cost
Mandatory programs providing
direct priority services to
citizens--this includes protection of public health,
acute health care, essential
social services, and criminal
justice.

42%

Mandatory programs providing
lower priority services. This
includes recreational and cultural activities mandated by
agreements between the County
and funding agencies.

58%

Nonmandatory programs providing
priority direct services to
individuals.

71%

Nonmandatory programs providing
lower priority services to
individuals.

100%

-3-

April 14:t 1978

of

Percent Curtailment of
1977-78 Net Coul)ty Cost

/4-2-100%

100%

will provide you with specific
cone
department. My recommendations
curtailment
should be availab
of May. These recommendations will
that they must be considered only as an
be of necess
emergency
in
event the massive financial loss
threatened
becomes a reality.
Estimates of
range from 20,000 permanent employees to over
,
employees when Special Districts are
included. It
assumed within this number that all temporary
personnel would be 1
Major implicat
elimination of
County
and conso
eight to
trial
and sup
tion; s
most
maintenance

contingency plan will probably include:
health centers and all but two
of paramedic services and closing
numbers of fire stations; closing
; elimination of virtually all civil
elimination of all Probation treatment
tigations and juvenile deteno general relief grants; and closing
reducing remaining facilities to minimum

Very truly yours,

-f)(lx-f

AA

C( 121 //fftd.

HA:;;cr~7 HUFFO~ 7l~

Administrative Officer
HLH:MLG

RBD:kc
Attachments
cc: Each Supervisor
County Counsel
Each Department
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lJEPAR'i'£1ENTAL ESTIMATES OF THE H1PAC'J;
'THE JARVIS TAX INITIATIVE

Amount

G.t<:NERAL t''UN!l
DEPARTMENTS
____...,_.

215,000

13

215,000

13

167,506

6

Elimination of affirmative action
planning for departments

53,248

2

50% reduction in contract compliance
and legislative analysis activities

46,591

1

Major reduction in administrative
support

48,361

3

Other

19,306

~~d option_~

l':.Litrri.tld tiou

$

stepparent adoptions

•) t.'0"
t.':lm
>.J

;.

$

•

Agricultural Commissioner

775,628

72

Elimination of hazardous weed and rubbish abatement program

413,150

50

Elimination of rodent control program

168,237

11

Elimination of pest management program

47,059

3

147,182

8

$

Other
Aid to Other Governmental Agencies and
Nonprofit Organizations

$

Elimination of transit operators
subsidy

6,046,867

Elimination of community group funding.

935,265

Elimination of all other non-mandatory
programs
Animal Care and Control

1,260,784
$

Elimination of spay/nueter clinics
Other
-5-

8,242,916

261,535

13

230,092

11

31,483

2

Amount

Potential
_Layoffs·

--

990,318

75

610,853

49

147,52~

10

135,487

9

96,455

7

19,218,091

1,105

8,249,630

441

Major reduction in commercial/
industrial, oil, business, marine
and aircraft appraisals

6,413,152

388

Major reduction in audits, exemptions,
and assessment appeal services

4,555,309

276

4,620,897

262

1,776,910

112

599,607

34

1,540,295

63

704,085

53

1,437,281

52

$

scan so
education

tion
tion

~

strative

Major r~duction in research
activities
Assessor

$
residential

Major reduction
apprai
s

Auditor-Controller

$

75% reduction in financial audits
73% reduction

systems development

Major reductions
tax services, di
and administrative
Elimination of
claims invest

budget control,
sement functions,
control and
tions

Beaches

$

Increase in fees resulting in reduced
net county cost

737,226

Reduction in.life protection services

176,904

10

Reduction in beach maintenance

417,761

38

Other

105,390

4

-6-

1
s

365,265

8

,666

4

8,899,130

849

8,552,587

818

260,709

25

85,834

6

$

2,458,875

102

$

60,211

4

60,211

4'.

3,804,041

332

3,404,064

285

399,977

47

798,564

33

798,564

33

Other

)8%
se~~ices
(however a portion of the reduced
staff wi
be maintained for 6 to
12 months to serve as a Transitional
Task Force to assist in the required
major readjustments in County finances
and services).
Building Services

$

59% reduction in custodial services
80% reduction in elevator services
Other

s
the reduced
for 6 to
to serve as a Transitional
to as st in the required
ustments in County finances
ces).

on
inspection program

home

Collections

$

Major
on in Health Services
collections program
in general collections
activities
Commission on Human Relations
Elimination
services

$

all departmental
-7-

..

Potential
_I.ayoffs-

Amount
-·

$

14 -~ 202' 500

269

12,296,000

157

1 521 000

Tl

385~500

35

2,152,699

119

884,052

54

'

$
centers

'

845,881

43
r·

$

$
s

$

to serve as a
Task Force to
major
and
-8-

422,766

22

160,828

10

160,828

10

2,469,554

195

1,315,598

74

491,978

46

93,955

10

568,023

65

367,187

57.

317,199

38

49,988

19.

Potential
Layoffs

Amount

518

$
46% .n:!duc tion in nia-pping and
engineerlng services

153

3,237,030

69% reductlon in surveying
ser>Jir~es

2, 152,246

19'7.) L'eduction in building and
safety services

1,855,331

78

1,777,185

86

SO% reduction in acquisition
and management services

1,767,705

83

87% reduction in public
and engineering
services

341,497

20

514,519

24

;~g% reduction in title and
· project management

~

98

improvement~

Data Processing

$

Elimination of teleprocessing
restart capability

250,030

Elimination of verification of
key entry systems for voter roles

264,489

24

13,689,453

585

10,240,282

373

District Attorney

$

58% curtailment of felony and
misdemeanor prosecution
59% curtailment of investigation
and prosecution of specialized
crimes

2,395,647

Other

1,053,524

~yployee

Relations Commission

$

Major reduction in commission
activities
~xploitation

35,675
$

Elimination of exploitation
activities

35,675

179,227
179,227

-9-

93 '
119

Amount

_.

1'~ ~_}-!_')_i;i t
...

ion-

~

"~--

--

,

Potential
_k~:Y:O f f s

8,428

Roses

_f;J

float

8,428

Advisor

125)647

8

12S,647

8

11,399,816

484

Major reduction in watershed fire
protection

8,504,295

366

80% reduction in administrative
and planning services

2,141,214

74

754,307

44

123,443,091

15,544

765,981

1,957

Major reduction in emergency room
treatment capability

8,420,704

222

Major reduction in
screening
capability in hospital admitting
activities

1,284,179

121

7,233,634

428

2,520,655

147

6,560,783

348.

Elimination of alcohol abuse services

2,697,362

311

Elimination of drug abuse services

1,906,613

110

Elimination of dental care services to
school children and clinic services

2,480,090

198

)i'a_Lm

i'~

$

dminatlon
Coun
Advisor
'
and Fire Warden

$

Other
Health Services

$

Elimination of mental health patient
services, community education, and
research

Reduction in
control
50% reduction
clinics
Elimination of
capability

disease
health
care

-10-

Amount

·--~-··-

r•: l.lmination of pre-natal and
oost-n;:ltal
scr:vices
.

.

Potential
Layoffs

16,112,092

1,586

14~967,767

1,736

pi.tals

10,832,890

2,214

:i>I.:.t.) or :r:eduction in outpatient care

13,167,595

1,250

Major reduction in long-term care
services

11,454,010

2,572

Major reduction in public health
lab services

1,095,820

70

Major reduction in veterinary
services

216,990

12

Elimination of family planning
services

828,177

136.

$

Elimitl.1tiot1 of pediatric care
~1nJ o t:
i ' ( :;t d. t

.t:cductinn of inpatient care.··
tng in the closing of hos-

Elimination of probation health
services

2,319,946

206

Reduction in health manpower training

5,334,594

464

13,243,209

1,456

6,246,965

362

Major reduction in court security

3,843,771

188

Hajor reduction in service of bench
warrants and other documents

1,734,227

142

667,967

32

16,966,354

1,102

57% reduction in facilities maintenance

9,676,228

440

SH% reduction in security, parking, and
power plant services

3,556,354

297

Major reduction in administrative
support
Marshal

$

Other
Mechanical

$

-11-

Amount

Potential
s

__1.~.Y9 f f

'd)

or reduction
maintenance,
,::J.lterations and improvement
tties
1:l,eduction in administrative support
tion
:~:tlitarv

senr:i.ces

lness

and Veterans Affairs

$

Elimination of veterans' services

$

Municipal Courts

1,720,324

261

1,149,699

68

863,749

36

312,630

24

312,630

24

9,276,498

619

As of this writing, 10 courts have submitted letters to the CAO
stating that any curtailment of their wholly mandatory operations
would be unacceptable.
additional 4 courts have sent letters
identifying minor service level curtailments. The remaining 11
courts have not yet submitted impact statements. However, CAO
report will of necessity include reductions for all departments.
A 42% reduction would result in the above fiscal and position impact.
Museum of Art
52% reduction in permanent collection
services

1,673,717

100

980,231

52

Elimination of all special exhibitions

392,703

34

Other

300,783

14

2,068,092

121

189,441

13

33% reduction in museum hours

565,320

44

58% reduction

596,319

34

Major reduction
administrative
support and maintenance

337,943

24

Other

379,069

6

1,602,621

49

Museum of Natural History
Elimination of
programs

$

$
education

services

Music Center Operations

$

Major reduction in maintenance and
security services
Reduction in event attendants
-12-

1,356,545
246,076

49

~~

Amount

$
!•:limindtion of

I

7,467

s to perfoiming

:1.et s gr.oups

776,572

:•:1im1nation of administrative and
1ntts
perfo:rntance funds

160,895

Oi_:·_i:~

Potential

Art Institute

Major reduction in art education
program
Parks and Recreation

$

Elimination of all parks maintenance
and recreation services, except those
pools and regional parks that are
self-supporting through user fees

284,212

5

284,212

5

20,730,226

1,337

15,447,172

1,094

Elimination of public grounds
maintenance

2,618,668

Other

2,664,386

243

3,809,585

153

3,809,585

153

36,599,171

1,365

Major reduction in supervision, placement, and treatment of delinquents and
adult probationers

23,148,199

730

Reduction in treatment facilities for
422 delinquents

10,054,040

461

Major reduction in administrative and
staff services

3,396,932

174

Personnel

$

Major reductions in all personnel
services
58% reduction in all services
(however, a portion of the reduced
staff will be maintained for 6 to
12 months to serve as a Transitional
Task Force to assist in the required
major readjustments in County finances
and services).
Probation

$

-13-

A:mount

---·-$

Potential
Layoffs

1,624,387

1A7

1,293,149

66

331,238

81

9,425,023

316

estate
Other

$

8,126,898

20%

and

Elimination
program and
program

services center
litation services
-14-

7,494,422

2,393

418,998

122

107,042

81

fuitOUUt

$-

677,088

Major. r:
in stores
operations and administrative

352,770

support

:,;J i.ud.nation of printing operation __

29,543.

Hajor reduction in purchasing
opr::ra.tion
I

28
88

294,695

20

1,314,755

74

Elimination of economic, water
quality, energy, and facilities
planning activities

393,934

23

Major reduction in community and
neighborhood planning activities

516,283

25

Other

404,538

26

2,112,110

21

!~g_ional

Planning

$

Registrar-Recorder

$

50% reduction in election day
1,646,344

staffing and number of precincts
Elimination of field deputy program
Road

465,806

21

$

No impact since Road operations are
entirely offset by gas tax revenue,
State revenue, and Federal revenue.
Settlor Citizens Affairs

$

89% reduction in field services
advocacy activities
Sheriff

$

244,794

·~

244r 1q~

j!)

78,6Sl.,H~

"c;.

3$tll

The Sheriff has submitted a letter indicating t~""
·~"'~
identify specific curtailment of services. M.~~v~r~ ~· ~.,.~
will of necessity include reductions for a.r,; dq•:.J:: ;-~~·rnte,
reduction would result in the above fiscal ~~i. :1 ?f<~" i h ,· · · i"'r.-'*·
Small Craft Harbors
Reduction in patrol activities at
Pyramid Lake
-15-

A.moc.mt
.,....__,.,....

~-·-·-

$
s

oners

Potential
Layoffs·

7,981,831

241.

l+)l29,111

lll~

1,434,000

zance

of

889~303

52

1}60 '632

22

468,785

26

2,417,544

154

tax

838,973

75

Major
management
trative support

764,976

22

380,959

30

276,963

19

155,673

8

369,510

20

344,463

19

25,047

1

40,000,000

804

40,000,000

804

on

$

in
tax

ces
s

$

$
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Amount

Potential
Layoffs

,220,000

741

Major.' ;_'eduction in water monitoring
::md mttllysis activities

8,086,000

278

<tt:i.on of all new construction

7,000,000

$

:·:liw

N<.ljo c r:educ tl.on

in property managetnent and malnterJ.ance activities

5~397,000

194

Hajo.r reduction in administrative
,<;up port

5,343,000

178

60% reduction in maintenance of dam
maintenance, repair and rehabilitation

1,354,000

49

45% reduction in storm drain and catch
basin maintenance

1,040,000

42

Landscape Maintenance Districts

$

484,738

Elimination of all nine districts
Lighting Districts and Lighting
Maintenance Districts

$

Elimination of 44,000 of 63,000
residential street lights
Recreation and Parks Districts

$

Elimination of all three districts
Sewer Maintenance Districts

$

Road Districts

$

Major reductions in street
improvement projects

TOTAL

*
**

2,700,000

5

2,700,000

5

72,534
72,534

Major reduction of maintenance to
operate on an emergency repair
basis only
2P~~ial

484,738

$

2,741,915

89

2,741,915

89

1,381,500

24

1,381,500

24

542,612,33{

35,817**

Does not include central em~loyee benefit and non-departmental
appropriation reductions wh~ch were included in by February 8
estimate of $755 million.
Tncludes temporary and special district employees which were not
included in my February 8 estimate of 20,000.
-17-
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Amendment

LIMITATION-INITIATIVE
1

Limits ad valorem taxes on real
by voters. Establishes 1975-76 assessed
Provides for reassessment after sale, transfer,
to enact any
in state taxes designed to increase revenues.
or transaction taxes on real property. Authorizes imposition of
% vote of qualified electors. Financial impact:
result in annual losses of local government property tax
in annual state costs (approximately $600 million
to finance capital construction by sale of

Analyst
6. The total local property tax roll consists of county
assessments on real property (land and buildings) and
property (inventories) and state assessments
utilities and railroads. Total assessments are
periodically to reflect changes in value due to
new construction, and a greater volume of
property.

are some

nPr~'•'nt

taxation.

4. The

This initiative would: ( 1) place a limit on the amount
taxes that could be collected by local
(2) restrict the growth in
assessed
subject to taxation, (3) require a
the Legislature to increase state tax
revenues,
(4) authorize local governments to
certain nonproperty taxes if two-thirds of the
voters
their approval in a local election.
In several instances the exact meaning of language
usf'd in this measure is not clear. Where this occurs we
have
our analysis on an opinion of the Legislative
Counsel regarding the probable court interpretation of

of total income that comes from

nr.r>n.orrv tax revenues,
Counties receive
40 """"",..""''"
tax revenues,
c.
receive about 47 .... "".'"""'"

d.

The
this initiative:

fire districts receive
income from property tax revenues.

is a summary of the main provisions of

1. Property tax limit. Beginning with the 1978-79
fiscal year, this measure would limit the amount of
nnnn.prr·v taxes that could be collected from an owner of .
assessed re:d property to 1 percent of the
cash value. This measure does not
mention
assessed personal property (such as
business inventories), or state assessed property (such
as
utilities), but the Legislative Counsel advises
us that the 1
limit would apply to all types of
taxable nr.r.n.<wtu
not permit local voters to raise the

5. In addition to property tax revenues,
governments impose other taxes
receive tPt1Pr·<>
state
to
the services they nr'"'"'"
some of
revenues can only be
certain purposes such as transportation, education,
health or welfare. Therefore such revenues are not
available to replace property taxes,
to. the extent
thev eliminate the need to use
tax revenues
for 'such purposes.

56

property tax revenues are equivalent to
of the full cash value of all taxable property

18-

1I

I
J

.I
i

amendment. The limit could be exceedea
<>nnrr"""" by

i

•

2. Distribution
of
tax
·revenues. The reduced property tax revenues
could be raised under the l
collected by
counties and then
·"according to law to the districts within
At present there is no state
for the distribution of these revenues.
we are
unable to determine how the substantial reductions in
property tax revenues would
distributed among
cities, counties, schools and special districts.
to
of
Also, this measure
property tax revenues to "districts within the counties".
It does not say whether cities and counties (which
technically are not "districts") could share in these
. revenues. However, the Legislative Counsel advises us
that unless the ballot arguments by
proponents
this measure, which are included in this pamphlet,
make it clear that counties and cities are not to receive
property
they could continue to receive some
portion of
revenues.

3. Restrictions on the
values. Initially this measure

in

assessed
back the
Continued on

T'1is initiative measure proposes to add a new Article XIII A lo the
Comtitution; therefore,
to be added are
printed in italic type to
that they are new.

ARTICLE Xlll A
Section 1. (a! The m:1ximum amount
real property shall not exceed One percent
of such property. The one percent ( 1%)
to be coJIPr.rPCJ
counties and apfXJrtioned accordinf( to law to the districts
counties.
(bJ The limitation provided for in sulxlivision
to ad valorem taxes or
~~ ~{;b~:~~'!j,s to
redemption charf(es on anv i1
auonwed
prior to the time this section be<xm1es Ptt.Prl"rvP
!>(•ction 2. (a! The full cash value means the
of real propertv as shown on the
. or there<Jiter. the appraised n~iue
JHrCmlsea. new~v constructed, or a chanf(e in ou,ne•rsllm
occured
the
All real property not already assessed up to

nrr>nPrrt• or
may
imposed
Section 4.
vote of the qu.~lut<:u
on such

1

-19-

0\'llt"N K. KUNS

Gu~ALtl Ro~··

:u,y

0AV10 D. ALVt....-

H. WHITAKER

CJ-l

t

.5TANL.t:Y M. LOUF:It.'!C...!lE
f:OWARf'.

1\~,. RTIN L. ANO!:I'ti ON

;;;!:PUTl£.5

F'.

NOVIAK

""'EowAno K. Puii<CCLL

\O'\MS

]II:egislaiib.e Qinuns:el

.{I!:NT 1... DECHAMBZAU

PAUL ANTILL./\

:J.

JCFFH~Y

Ar,· )IliA

CHARLES C. A.~CtL:...

JAMES
JERRY

I... ASHFORD
I... BASSETT

JOHN CORZI"'!:
BEN E. DALE

J. FOSTER
E"N!:ST H. Ku"':;::'
SHERWIN C. MACKENZIE, JR,

HAI!VEY

CLINTON J. Ot:'N!TT
C. DAVJO DICK:_RUON

ANN M. MACKE:Y

FRANCL:S S. DORUIN

TRACY 0. POWELL, II
RUII$=:LL 1... SPARLING

ROGERT CULLEN DUFFY
CARL ELDER
LAWRENCE H. FCIN

I'R"•CII'AL Dlti>UTU:s

JOHN FOSSETTE
CLAY FULLER

BION M. GREGORY
3021 STATE CAPITOL
SACRAMENTO 95814
!916) 4-eS-3057

ALVIN 0. GRESS

ROBERT 0. GRONKE
JAMES W. HEINZEl!
THOMAS R. HEUER

SOt I~ CATE BUILDING
107 SOUTH BROADWAY

EILEEN K. JENKINS
MICHAEL J. KcRo;TEN

Los ANGELES 90012
(.ltl3) 620-2:!550

I... DOUGLAS KiNNEY
VICTOR KOZIELSKI
DANIEL LOUIS
JAMES A. MARSALA

, California
1977

Honorable Willie L. Brown, Jr
Assembly Chamber
State Taxes

'CAVID

DANIEL

8304

WEITZMAN

o;:PUTIES

prepared and
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R-OIIERT G. MILLER
.JoHN A. MOGER
DWIGHT L. MOORit
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It is the purpose of this analysis to provide a
list of state constitutional restrictions on cities and
counties with regard to taxing businesses for revenue purposes and to provide a brief discussion of state preempted
taxes.
1.

Constitutional restrictions on
ties and
counties with regard to taxing businesses.

(a)
The Legislature is authorized to impose a tax
on banks and corporations, in lieu of all other taxes and
license fees upon banks or their shares, except taxes upon
real property and vehicle registration and license fees
(Sec. 27, Art. XIII, Cal. Const.).
(b) An annual tax is imposed by Section 28 of
Article XIII of the State Constitution on insurers,
lieu
of all other taxes and licenses, state, county, and municipal, upon such insurers and their property, with certain
exceptions not relevant to this inquiry.
(c) Moreover, Section 24 of Article XIII of the
State Constitution provides that the Legislature may not
impose taxes for local purposes but may authorize local governments to impose them. Therefore, general law cities,

-21-
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chartered and
, school districts, and
special districts
to tax for revenue
purposes as the
to confer upon them (see
Ex Parte Braun,
,
08; Ex Parte Pfirrmann, 134
Cal. 143). However,
s prohibited by charter provision,
chartered cities
counties generally have
authority to tax
purposes (cf. West
14 Cal. 2d 516-;Coast Advertising Co. v
7 Cal. App. 3d 616).
Century Plaza Hotel Co v

(a)
preempted by

Taxes
state.

by the courts to have been
tax (Century Plaza Hotel,

(l)
supra).

statutory prohibitions
taxes.

(b)
against local

(Sec. 10758, R.& T.C.,

(l)
fee in lieu of

Sec. 11252, R.& T.C., tax in
lieu of
(3)

{Sec. 12102, R.& T.C.).

Insurance

(4)

taxes (Sec. 17041.5, R.&

T.C.).
se taxes (Sees.

(5)
23154, 23182,
(6)

(Sec. 30111, R.& T.C.).
tax (Sec. 32010, R.& T.C.;

(7)

)

see also

.

containing no specific
It should be pointed out
state has occupied a
local agencies even
s prohibition (see In

{c)
prohibition
that the courts
particular field
though the state
re Moss, 58 Cal.

-----
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R~&

(1)

Inheritance taxes (Sec. 13301, et seq.,

(2)

Gift taxes (Sec. 15101, et seq., R.& T.C.).

(3)

Timber yield tax (Sec. 38101, et seq., R.&

(4)

Energy resources surcharge (Sec. 40001, R.&

T.C.).

T.C.).
T.C.).
(5) Emergency telephone users surcharge (Sec.
41001, R.& T.C.).
(d)

State taxes containing authorization of local

taxes:
(1)
County and city sales and use taxes (Sees.
7201, 7202, 7203, R.& T.C.).
(2) Rapid transit district transaction and use
taxes (Sec. 7261, R.& T.C.).
(Sec~.

(3)

Occupancy taxes

7280, 7281, R.& T.C.).

(4)

Documentary transfer taxes (Sec. 11911, R.&

T.C.).
(5) (A) Cities may generally impose business
license taxes for purposes of revenue and regulation (see
Sec. 37101, Gov. C.; Sec. 16000, B.& P.C.) with certain
exceptions, such as cafe musicians (Sec. 16000.5, B.& P.:·c.),
certain veterans (Sees. 16001, 16001.5, B.& P.C.), certain
commercial travelers (Sec. 16002, B.& P.C.), certain real
estate auctioneers (Sec. 16002.1, B.& P.C.), renting, leasing
or operating laundry equipment (Sec. 16002.2, B.& P.C.), and
certain rentals, leases or uses of coin-operated vending
machines {Sec. 16002.5, B.& P.C.). The application of the
prohibitions to chartered cities and cities and counties has
not been tested in the courts (see County of Alameda v. City
and County of San Francisco, 19 Cal. App. 3d 750, 757, fn. 3).
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)

license taxes on
tions, and lawful
not for revenue (

impose business
"all shows, exhibionly of regulation,
M. Gregory
slative Counsel

)~ t!.

»J, iJ1___

C. Asbil(~
Legislative Counsel
CCA:smp

G£RAL.o Ross
CWEN K. KUNS
CHIE.F O£~UTIES

STANLEY M

LOURI,..OR£

EDWARD F. NOWAK
WARD K PuRCELL
I<ENT

L.

H~RV£Y

OE"CH \MBEAU

J.

E :tNEST H
S1 .. £RWIN

FOSTER
KuNZI

C. MACKENZIE. JR.

Al'lriN M. MACJ<EY

1fi£gislati'u£ Qloumwl
of Qlalifornia

PAUL ANTILLA

0.

JEFFREY

ARTHUR

CHARLES C. ASBILL
JAMES L . .ASHFORD
JERRY L. 8ASSE'f'f

JOHN CORZINE

8£N E. OA~E

CLINTON J. DEWITT

C.

0AVIO DICKERSON

FRANCES

S

CORBIN

ROBERT CULLEN DuFFY

T<:tACY 0. POWELL. II

RussELL

Ao&.MS

DAVID 0. ALV£:5
MARTIN L. ANDERSON

<AY H. WHIT.O.KER

CARL ELDER

L. SPARLING

PRINCIPAL DEPUTIES

LAWRENCE H

M. GREGORY

F'E!N

JOHN FOSSETTE
CLAY FULLER

ALliiN 0. GRESS

302 I ST4TE CA.PITOI..
S._CRAMENTO 95614
( 916) 445·3057

ROBERT 0. GRONI<£
JAMES W. HE INZER
THOMAS R. HEUER

8011 STATE BUILDING

EILEEN K. JENKINS

107 SOUTH 8ROo\0W"'t'

MICHAEL J. KERSTEN

L.

lOS ANGELES 90012

DOUGLAS KINNEY

VICTOR KOZIELSKI
JAMES A. MARSALA

t213) 620-2550

0AVIO R. MEEKER
PETER F. MELNICOE

Sacramento, California
December 29, 1977

ROBERT G. MILLER
JOHN A. MOGER

VERNE L. OLIVER
EUGENE L. PAINE
MARGUERITE ROTH

MARY SHAW
WILLIAM K. STARK
JOHN

T.

DANIEL

STUDEBAKER

A.

WEfTZMAN

THOMAS 0. WHELAN

Mr. William G. Hamm
Legislative Analyst
925 "L" Street, Suite 650
Sacramento, California 95814

JIMMtE WING
CHRISTOPHEq ZtRKLE

Gann-Jarvis Initiative - 117388
Dear Mr. Hamm:
You have asked nine questions relating to the
Gann-Jarvis Initiative, which is an initiative constitutional amendment named after two of its principal propoents, Mr. Paul Gann and Mr. Howard Jarvis.
Your questions
are separately stated and considered below.
QUESTION NO. 1
If the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is approved by the
voters, would subdivision (a) of Section 1 of proposed
Article XIIIA of the California Constitution limit local
property taxes to 1 percent of full cash value, including
that portion of the taxes paid indirectly by state subventions by reason of the homeowners' property tax exemption
and the partial exemption for business inventories?
OPINION NO. 1
If the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is approved by the
voters, subdivision (a) of Section 1 of proposed Article
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There are various provisions of the proposed
initiative where the extent of the conflict between existing
and proposed provisions is not clear. The courts have
.stated that the arguments submitted to the electors at the
time a measure is voted upon are not controlling but may be
resorted to as an aid in determining the intention of the
framers and the electorate (see In re Quinn, 35 Cal. App. 3d
473, 483).
We, of course, have no such extrinsic aids before
us at the present time and must rely on the rules of statutory construction and what-we surmise the framers of this
initiative intended to accomplish in order to attempt to
determine the initiative's meaning. As may be seen below,
these tools are not totally adequate to decipher some of the
ambiguous language contained in this measure.
Subdivision (a) of Section 1 of proposed Article
XIIIA would provide, in part, as follows:
"(a) The maximum amount of any ad valorem
tax on real property shall not exceed one percent (1%) of the full cash value of such
property . • . • "
Subdivision (a) of Section 2 of such article would
then define "full cash value" in the following manner:
"(a) The full cash value means the County
Assessors valuation of real property as shown
on the 1975-76 tax bill under 'full cash value,'
or thereafter, the appraised value of real
property when purchased, newly constructed, or
a change in ownership has occurred after the
1975 assessment.
. • •"
In our opinion all taxable real property must be
assessed in accordance with the above provision. There is no
provision made for valuing property on a different basis
because it is entitled to the homeowners' property tax
exemption. Therefore, we think that dwellings eligible for
the homeowners' exemption will be valued the same as other
taxable property, and then the homeowners' exemption will be
deducted from such value.
Moreover, even though proposed Article XIIIA relates
only to real property, we think the same result would follow
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"(a) A single-family dwelling occupied by an
owner thereof as his principal place of residence
on the lien date.
"(b) A multiple-dwelling unit occupied by an
owner thereof on the lien date as his principal
place of residence.

•

"(c) A condominium occupied by an owner
thereof as his principal place of residence on the
lien date .
"(d)
Premises occupied by the ow~er of shares
or a membership interest in a cooperative housing
corporation, as defined in paragraphs (1) and (2)
of subdivision (a) of Section 17265, as his principal place of residence on the lien date • • • • "
Thus, if the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is approved by
the voters, the Legislature may elect to limit the definition
of "dwelling'' in such a manner as to make fewer dwellings
eligible for the homeovmers' exemption.
In this way, all
dwellings excluded from the definition could be taxed at 1
percent of value and the Legislature could then devote to
different purposes the funds presently used to compensate
local governments for property taxes lost on such dwellings.
QUESTION NO. 2
Would "districts," as used in the second sentence
of subdivision (a) of Section 1 of proposed Article XIIIA of
the California Constitution, if approved by the voters,
include counties and cities?
OPINION NO. 2
The Legislature would have power to construe "districts,"
as used in the second sentence of subdivision (a) of Section 1 of
proposed Article XIIIA of the California Constitution, if approved
by the voters, as including counties and cities, unless the
ballot arguments by the proponents of this measure make it clear
that counties and cities are to receive no property tax revenues
under such sentence.
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Generally speaking, principles of construction appl
cable to statutes are also applicable to constitutions (see
Hammond v. McDonald, 49 Cal. App. 2d 671, 681; Hyatt v. Allen,
54 Cal. 353, 356), and statutes will be given a reasonable and
common sense construction in accordance with the apparent purpose and intention of the lawmakers (County of Alameda v.
Kuchel, 32 Cal. 2d 193, 199), one that is practical rather
than technical (Cal. Emp. etc. Comm. v. Municipal Court, 62
Cal. App. 2d 781~85~nd that will lead to a wise policy
rather that mischief or absurdity (Kennard v. Rosenberg, 127
Cal. App. 2d 340, 345).
Finally, we note that the second sentence of subdivision
(a) of Section 1 of proposed Article XIIIA looks to further
legislative action to apportion property tax revenues. Such
sentence would provide:
"
The one percent (1%) tax to be collected
by the counties and apportioned according to law
to the districts within the counties."
(Emphasis
added.)
It is a well-established rule that constitutional provisions requiring legislation to enforce them are not selfexecuting but remain inoperative except as impla~ented by appropriate legislation (McHenry v. Downes, 116 Cal. 20, 24). We think the
apportionment portion of the above provision is not selfexecuting.
Former Section lc of Article XIII of California's
Constitution was a provision which the courts held was not
self-executing (Sutter Hospital v. City of Sacra.raento, 39 Cal.
2d 33, 35). With respect to such provisiOn, the court stated
as follows in Lundberg v. County of Alameda, supra, commencing
on page 651:
"Section lc is an enabling prov~s~on
which empowers the Legislature to grant exemptions within certain general categories. In
acting under this section the Legislature ffiust
necessarily construe the terms of the provision in order to determine the extent of
the authority conferred upon it • • • •
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Thus, since real property assessed under proposed
Article XIIIA and personal property assessed under existing
Article XIII would both be assessed at "full value" within
the meaning of the above provision, there would be no
necessity to change the existing method of assessing personal
property, if the Legislature elected not to do so. However,
no matter how "full value'' is determined, the tax on personal
property would be limited by the !-percent and other limitations
contained in the Gann-Jarvis Initiative.
QUESTION NO. 6
If the Gann-Jarvls Initiative is approved by the
voters, in the first year for which the !-percent real property
rate limitation is effective, would subdivision (a) of Section
12 of existing Article XIII of the Constitution require that
the tax rate levied on property on the unsecured roll be the
same as that levied on property on the secured roll in the
prior year?
OPINION NO. 6
If the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is approved by the
voters, in the first year for which the !-percent real property
rate limitation is effective, the Legislature will be required
to adjust the tax rate on property on the unsecured roll to
maintain equality between property on the secured and unsecured
rolls.
ANALYSIS NO. 6
Subdivision (a) of Section 12 of existing Article
XIII of the Constitution provides as follows:
"(a) Except as provided in subdivision (b),
taxes on personal property, possessory interests
in land, and taxable improvements located on land
exempt from taxation which are not a lien upon
land sufficient in value to secure ~;eir payment
shall be levied at the rates for the preceding
tax year upon property of the same kind where
the taxes were a lien upon land sufficient in
value to secure their payment."
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Property of the above type is placed on the
unsecured roll for proper
tax purposes, while property
the taxes on which are a 1
on real property sufficient,
in the opinion of the assessor, to secure payment of the
taxes are placed on the secured roll (Sec. 109, R.& T.C.).
All property on the unsecured roll is not personal property.
Possessory interests in land are real property (Forster
Shipbuilding Company v. County of Los Angeles, 54 Cal. 2d
450, 455).
As noted earl
, the Gann-Jarvis Initiative
proposes to add Article XIIIA to limit taxes on real
property to l percent of full cash value, as defined.
Moreover, Section 5 of such article would provide, in
part:
"Section 5. This artie
shall take
effect for the tax year beginning on July l
following the passage of
s Amendment . . . . "
The initiative makes no distinction between real
property on the secured and unsecured rolls, and we would
have doubts about continuing to assess real property on
the unsecured roll for a year longer than real property on
the secured roll, since inconsistent provisions of Article
XIIIA will usually prevail over those contained in existing
Article XIII (Matter of
lication of Mascolo, supra).
Moreover, we note tha ex s
aw requirres that property
be assessed at 25 percent of
l value (~ec. 401, R.&
T.C.), while the Gann-Jarvis Initiative cnntemplates that
the value of property be determined at 101 percent of full
cash value in order to determine the 1-pe!cent limitation.
Subd
s
XIII of the Consti
the requirement
unsecured roll be
property on

(b) of Section 12 oi existing Article
provides as foll~ws with respect to
(a} that paoperty on the
same rate zs· the rate on
the preCEding year:

"{b)
In any
which the resessment
ratio is changed,
islature shatl adjust
the rate described
ivision (~) to
maintain equality between property on the
secured and unsecured rolls."

-40-

Mr. William G. Hamm - p. 17 - #17388

Therefore, if the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is
approved by the voters,
st year for which the
1-percent real property limitat
is effective, we think
the Legislature will be required to adjust the tax rate
on property on the unsecured roll to maintain equality
between property on the secured and unsecured rolls.
QUESTION NO. 7
If the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is approved by the
voters, in the second and all subsequent years following
such approval, would the l~percent limitation on real
property on the secured roll require that the rate in the
following year on property on the unsecured roll be the
same rate?
OPINION NO. 7
If the Gann-Jarvis Ini ative is approved by the
voters, in the second and all subsequent years following
such approval, the 1-percent limitation on real property on
the secured roll would require that the rate in the following
year on property on the unsecured roll be the same rate.
ANALYSIS NO. 7
As noted earlier, the Gann-Jarvis Initiative proposes
to add a new Article XIIIA to the Constitution to impose a
1-percent limitation on the taxation of real property.
However, the initiative does not propose to directly revise
existing constitutional provisions relating to property
taxation. We think many of these existing provisions could
coexist with the proposed initiative and continue to have
effect, including subdivision (a) of Section 12 of existing
Article XIII, supra, which requires that property on the
unsecured roll be taxed at the rate imposed on property on
the secured roll in the preceding year.
Therefore, if the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is approved
by the voters, in the second and all subsequent years following
such approval, it is our opinion that the 1-percent limitation
on real property on the secured roll would require that the
rate in the following year on property on the unsecured roll
be the same rate.
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QUESTION NO.

a

If the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is approved by the
voters, would state-assessed property be subject to the same
!-percent limitation as locally-assessed property?
OPINION NO.

a

If the Gann-Jarvis Initiative is approved by the
voters, state-assessed property would be subject to the same
!-percent limitation as locally-assessed property.
ANALYSIS NO. a
As noted earlier, subdivision (a) of Section 1 of
proposed Article XIIIA in the initiative proposes to limit the
tax on real property to 1 percent of full cash value. The
first sentence of subdivision (a) of Section 2 of such article
would define "full cash value," in part, as follows:
"{a)
The full cash value means the
County Assessors valuation of real property
as shown on the 1975-76 tax bill under
'full cash value' . • . • "
This question arises because county assessors have
the duty of assessing locally assessed property, while the
State Board of Equalization has the duty of assessing certa
public utility property (Sec. 19, Art. XIII, Cal. Const.;
Sees. 109, 405, 721, R.& T.C.). Therefore, since the above
·provision refers only to the "County Assessors valuation,"
information is requested on the status of property assessed
by the State Board of Equalization.
First, we note that tax bills are mailed by county
tax collectors, and not by county assessors (Sec. 2610.5,
R.& T.C.), and. the valuation of locally assessable property
appearing thereon (Sec. 2611.5, R.& T.C.) may be determined
by a county board of equalization, rather than by a county
assessor (Sec. 1601 et seq., R.& T.C.). Thus, if the above
provision is read literally, it would mean that property
equalized by a county board would not represent a county
assessor's valuation. For that matter, if the State Board
of Equalization raised or lowered an entire roll for the
1975-76 tax year (Sec. 18, Art. XIII, Cal. Const.; Sees.
la23-1825, R.& T.C.), none of the valuations on such roll
could literally be deemed to be a county assessor's.
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"Tax year" is not defined in the initiative.
However, the term seems to have acquired a generally
understood meaning as referring to the fiscal year for
which the taxes are collected. Thus, since the tax
year beginning next July 1 will extend to June 30, 1979,
it will be coextensive with the 1978-1979 fiscal year,
and the provisions of the initiative will apply to such
year.
Very truly yours,
Bion M. Gregory
Legislative Counsel

By

R . AJf /. '<~J;..q

Rus~~L. Spa;ifng
Principal Deputy
RLS: jw

cc:

Honorable Dennis E. Carpenter, Chairman
Joint Legislative Budget Committee
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OPINION
The provision of the proposed
XIII A which
is contained in the Facts, in re
ing to the appraised
value of real property which is newly constructed includes
additions to, and renovations of, real property after the
1975-76 fiscal year and those renovations of real property
after the 1975-76 fiscal year which actually result in new
construction.
ANALYSIS
Existing Section 1 of Article XIII of the California
Constitution provides, in part, as follows:
"Sec. 1. Unless otherwise provided by
this Constitution or the laws of the United
States:
"(a)
All property is
shall
be assessed at the same percentage of fair
market value.
• ••
"(b) All property so assessed shall be
taxed in proportion to its full value."
Predecessor provisions to the above section* have
been construed to mean that property must be assessed for
tax purposes on the basis of its full cash value as determined by its highest and best use (see Wild Goose Country
Club v. County of Butte, 60 Cal. App. 3~441; see also
FaClfic States 8av1ngs and Loan Company v. Hise, 25 Cal. 2d
822, 839). The concept of what constitute3 "full cash
value" is expressed in the following manner in Section 110
of the Revenue and Taxation Code:
"110.
'Full cash value' or 'fair market
value' means the amount of cash or its equivalent which property would bring if e~~osed for

*

Article XIII was revised by Proposition 8 on the ballot
for the General Election held on Tuesday, November 5,
1974, and many of the case citations refer to the
earlier sections.
However, to the extent that existing
provisions of Article XIII are substantially reenactments of former provisions, we think that they will be
given the same interpretation (see Hewlett-Packard
Corp. v. County of Santa Clara, 50 Cal. App. 3d 74, 77,
fn.) •
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The manifest purpose
such provision
to limit
the fair market value, for property tax assessment purposes,
of property subject to assessment
the 1975-76 fiscal
year, and not property which carne into existence or which
was substantially changed thereafter.
However, the term
"renovation" includes not only substantial change to property but also includes a restoration from an abnormal or
damaged state to a normal, sound state (see Harvey v.
Switzerland General Ins Co., 260 s.w. 2d 342), while such
proposed limitation applies by
own terms only to new
construction and would only apply to those renovations
which actually result in new construction.
Further, in the construction of statutes and
constitutional provisions, tax exemption provisions are
strictly construed and doubt is resolved against exemption
(see Estate of Simpson, 43 Cal. 2d 594, 602).
Thus, the provision of the proposed Article XIII A
which is contained in the Facts,
referring to the appraised value of real property which is newly constructed
includes additions to real property after the 1975-76 fiscal
year and those renovations of real property after the 1975-76
fiscal year which actually result in new construction.
Very truly yours,
Bion M. Gregory
Legislative Counsel

//4

//~~r///.?'

By ~M4'~{~C~?~
Charles C. Asbill
Deputy Legislative Counsel
CCA: sms
cc:

Honorable Dennis E. Carpenter, Chairman
Joint Legislative Budget Committee
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If such
were to
by
voters, would
Facts
aff
ative vote of two-thirds
those qual ied electors in a
district, regardless
the
s of
vote
the election, to impose a special tax, or would such provision only require the affirmative vote of two-thirds of
those persons actually voting on the issue at a district
election to impose such tax?

In the absence of an indication of a contrary
intent which may be ascertained from factors which are
not available at this time, if such initiative were to be
approved by the voters, the provision in the Facts would
only require the affirmative vote of two-thirds of those
qualified electors (i.e., registered voters) voting on the
issue at a district election.
ANALYSIS
The language of the provision in the Facts specifies
that certain special taxes may be imposed pursuant to a twothirds vote of the qualified electors of the district in
which taxes would be imposed.
Section 17 of the Elections Code defines "elector"
as any person who is a United States citizen·l8 years of age
or older and a resident of an election precinct at least 29
days prior to an election.
An elector is one who has
qualifications to
vote but may not have complied with legal requirements as
conditions precedent to the exercise of the right to vote
(People v. Darcy,
; see also Schaaf v. Beattie, 265
Cal. App. 2d 904).
Generally, an elector is differentiated from a
voter, which is defined as any elector who is registered
under the provisions of the Elections Code (see Sec. 18,
Elec. C.; see also People v. Darcy, 59 Cal. App. 2d 342,
348, 394).
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more
As a matter
fact, we
electors
likely than not that two-thirds
qual
(i.e., registered voters) of any governmental entity would
not vote at an election.
Thus, in almost all cases,
passage of any
ordinance imposing a special tax would be rendered impossible if an affirmative vote of two-thirds
all those
persons who are qualified to vote was required in order to
pass such ordinances.
Statutes must be given a reasonable and common
sense construction in accordance with the apparent purpose
and intention of the lawmakers (County of Alameda v. Kuchel,
32 Cal. 2d 193, 199), one that is practical rather than
technical (Calif. Emp. etc. Comm. v. Municipal Ct. 62 Cal.
App. 2d 781, 785) and that will lead to a w1se
rather
than to mischief or absurdity (Kennard v. Rosenberg, 127
Cal. App. 2d 340, 345).
In applying such rules, we think that the prov1s1on
under discussion would be interpreted to allow the passage
of ordinances subject to such limitation by a vote of twothirds of the voters voting on the issue at a district
election, rather than impose a requirement that would
effectively render the passage of such ordinances impossible
in most cases.
Generally, provisions requ1r1ng a specified vote
of the electors for passage of certain pr~ositions have
been construed by the courts as requiring such specified
vote of the electors voting on the proposition, on the basis
that literal interpretation and strict app]ication of the
requirement
a vote of all
electors Qr qualified
registered electors who did not actually ~~e on the issue
would render the provisions authorizing a ~te on such issue
a nullity due to the utter impracticabili~ of carrying out
su9h strict construction (see In Re East Eay Etc. Water
Bonds of 1925, 196 Cal. 725, 744-749; see ~so 15 McQu1llan
on MuniCipar-corporations, Third Edition, s~ction 40.13, p.
271).
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Dear Mr. Hamm:
QUESTION
If approved by the voters, what taxes would be
included as "special taxes" under Section 4 of the GannJarvis Initiative, and would personal incone or corporate
franchise taxes be so included?
OPINION
We cannot enumerate categorically those taxes
which would be deemed "special taxes" under Section 4 of
the Gann-Jarvis Initiative. However, we tb.i.nk "special
taxes," as used in the measure, would cover a wide range
of taxes, but not including personal income taxes and
corporate franchise taxes.
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As may
is not clear,
and the extent of
the above language
and the
not clear. The
courts have stated that
submitted to the
electors at the time a measure is voted upon are not controlling but may be resorted to as an aid in determining the
intention of the framers and the electorate (see In ~
Quinn, 35 Cal. App. 3d 473, 483).
We, of course,
no
extrinsic aids before
us at the present time and must
on the rules of statutory construction and what-we
the framers of this
initiative intended to accomplish in order to attempt to
determine the initiative's meaning. As may be seen below,
these tools are not totally adequate to decipher some of
the ambiguous language contained in this measure.
The initiative
define "special tax."
However, Webster's Dictionary defines "special" both as
something "distinguished by some unusual quality" and as
something "having an individual character or trait." These
definitions do not help much with the problem at hand.
However, by making an exception from the imposition of
"special taxes" for real property taxes and real property
·transfer taxes, we assume that the framers of the initiative
intended 11
taxes" to cover a wide variety of taxes,
but we have doubts
include a personal income
tax or a corporate
se tax.
XIII of the
"SEC. 27. The
slature, a majority
of the membership of each house concurring,
may tax
and
national
by any
method not
or the
United
States. Unless otherwise provided by the
Legislature, the tax on State and national
banks shall be
to or measured by
their net income and
be in lieu of
all other
s and 1
upon banks
or their shares,
taxes upon real
property and vehicle registration and
license fees .. "
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In our opinion, Section 27 of Article XIII is
another special provision which would control over the
general grant of authority proposed by the initiative to
authorize local government to impose "special taxes."
Even though the corporate provision was adopted earlier
in time than the initiative would b'e, we think that the
specific provision would control the general, without
regard to their comparative dates, the provisions
operating together, with neither working to repeal the
other {see Martin v. Board of Election Commissioners of
the City and County of San FrancJ.sco, 126 Cal. 404,.,411).
There is also a ·specific provision relating to
personal income taxes. Subdivision (a) of existing Section
26 of Article XIII of the Constitution provides, in part:
•sEC. 26.
(a) Taxes on or measured by
income may be imposed on persons ••• or other
entities as prescribed by law."
It is granted that the above provision is not
as clear as the corporate provision with respect to the
power of the Legislature in the area. However, we think
subdivision (c) of Section 26 makes it clear that the
Legislature is intended to "prescribe" income tax laws,
rather than having such laws prescribed by local government.
Subdivision (c) provides:
•(c) Income of a nonprofit educational
institution of collegiate grade within the
State of California is exempt from taxes on
or measured by income if:
(1) it is not
unrelated
iness income as defined by the
Legislature, and (2) it isused excluSively
for educational purposes." (Emphasis added.)
Thus, we think that Section 26 is another specific
provJ.sl.on which would control over a general provision
relating to "special taxes."
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Gann-Jarvis Initiative - il7522
Dear Mr. Hamm:
QUESTION
Since the Gann-Jarvis Initiative proposes to use
values for the 1975-1976 fiscal year for the purposes of
determining full cash value of property under the measure,
will timber on timberlands be required to be subjected to
both a property tax and the timber yield tax in the 19781979 and subsequent fiscal years if the initiative is
approved by the voters?
OPINION
Even though the Gann-Jarvis Initiative proposes
to use values for the 1975-1976 fiscal year for the purposes
of determining full cash value under the measure, timber on
timberlands will not be required to be subjected to both a
property tax and the timber yield tax in the 1978-1979 and
subsequent fiscal years if the initiative is approved by the
~oters.

I
-59-

·•

constitutional
proponents
Jarvis.
the

two

an initiative
the principal
and Mr. Howard
, would (1) limit
on real property to
cash value of

1975-1976
.require a
taxes
new ad

taxes on
property
real

additions, (2)
bills changing
revenues, (3) prohibit
sales or transaction
(4) authorize
a two-thirds vote
, to impose special
taxes on real
tax on the sale of
or special district.
the above
California
amend any prothe extent that
constitutional
of time must
(see Matter of

97) •
proposed Article
If
as follows:

XIIIA

. ..

valorem
One percent
property.
such proposed article
If
in the following

manner:
the County
as shown

Mr. William G. Hamm - p. 3 - 117522

Thus, it first becomes necessary to weigh the
above provisions against the provisions of California's
Constitution and statutes as they previously existed to
determine whether the interaction of such provisions could
result in certain timber being subjected to both a property
tax and to the timber yield tax.
Existing Section 1 of Article XIII of the California
Constitution provides, in part, as follows:
"SEC. 1. Unless otherwise provided by
this Constitution or the laws of the United
States:

I

"(a) All property is taxable and shall
be assessed at the same percentage of fair
market value.
• ••
"(b) All property so assessed shall be
taxed in proportion to its full value."
Predecessor provisions to the above section* have
been construed as placing it beyond the power of the Legislature
to exempt property from taxation, either totally or partially,
unless the Constitution provides therefor (Crocker v. Scott,
149 Cal. 575, 583, 584; Lundberg v. County of Alameda, 46
Cal. 2d 644, 648).
Moreover, the same prov1s1on of th~ existing
Constitution has been construed to mean that property must
be assessed for tax purposes on the basis of its full cash
value as determined by its highest and best use (see Wild
Goose Country Club v. County of Butte, 60 Cal. App. 3~
341; see also PaCific States Savings and Loan Company v.
Hise, 25 Cal. 2d 822, 839). The concept or-what constitutes
"full cash value" is expressed in the following manner in
Section 110 of the Revenue and Taxation Code:

*

Article XIII was revised by Proposition 8 on the ballot for
the General Election held on Tuesday, November 5, 1974, and
many of the case citations refer to the earlier sections.
However, to the extent that existing provisions of Article
XIII are substantially reenactments of former provisions,
we think that they will be given the same interpretation
(see Hewlett-Packard Corp. v. County of Santa Clara, 50
Cal. App. 3d 74, 77, fn.).
--61-
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"SEC. 12 3/4.
• •• all immature forest
trees which have been planted on lands not
previously bearing merchantable timber, or
planted or of natural growth, upon lands
from which the merchantable original growth
timber stand to the extent of 70 per cent
of all trees over 16 inches in diameter has
been removed, shall be exempt from taxation,
and nothing in this article shall be construed
as subjecting such • • .• forest trees to taxation; provided, that forest trees or timber
shall be considered mature for the purpose
of this act at such time, after 40 years •••
as a board ••• shall by a majority thereof
so determine."
When Article XIII of the existing Constitution was
revised in 1974 (see Prop. 8, Gen. Elec., Nov. 5, 1974), the
above provision was repealed, but a part of its language was
reenacted as the first paragraph of subdivision (j} of Section
3 of Article XIII. The second paragraph of such subdivision
then provides, in part, as follows:
"The Legislature may supersede the
foregoing provisions with an alternative
system or systems of taxing or exempting
forest trees or timber, including a taxation
system not based on property valuation. Any
alternative system or systems shall provide
for exemption of unharvested immature trees,
shall encourage the continued use of timberlands for the production of trees for timber
products, and shall provide for restricting
·the use of timberland to the production of
timber products and compatible uses with
provisions for taxation of timberland based
on the restrictions."
The Legislature implemented the above authorization
in Chapter 176 of the Statutes of 1976. The second and third
paragraphs of the Legislative Counsel's Digest on this measure
provided as follows:
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As noted earlier, the
lature only has power
to exempt property or to provide for the valuation of property
on some basis other than full cash value under the existing
Constitution pursuant to constitutional authorization (Sec. 1,
Art. XIII, Cal. Const., supra; Crocker v. Scott, supra;
Lundberg v. County of Alameda, supra). If the Legislature
does act pursuant to-such an authorization, i t must do so in
a manner which meets the conditions of the authorization (see
Sutter Hospital v. City of Sacramento, 39 Cal. 2d 33, 35).
The act changing the tax on tiDber from a property
tax to a yield tax was enacted pursuant to subdivision (j) of
Section 3 of Article XIII of the Constitution (subd. (b), Sec.
2, Ch. 176, Stats. 1976), which authorized the Legislature to
provide for an alternative system of taxing timber, but only
if various requirements are satisfied, including the requirement
that the Legislature must provide-" ••• for restricting the use of timberland to the production of timber products and
compatible uses with provisions for taxation
of timberland ba~on the restriCtions •
• • •"
(Emphas1.s added:rThe Gann-Jarvis Initiative does not provide for the
taxation of timberland based on its restrictions.
If it is
deemed to supersede existing subdivision ('j) of Section 3 of
Article XIII of the Constitution as to valuation, timberland
would be taxed on the basis of its 1975-1976 value, which would
mean that the timber yield tax would no longer be enacted in
conformity with the constitutional authorization (Sutter
Hospital v. City of Sacramento, supra). In such case, we think
the timber yield tax would be unconstitutional.
On the other hand, if the timber yield tax is regarded
as an exemption from property taxation fer tinmer in the nature
of the vehicle in lieu tax (Sec. 10701 ~seq., R.& T.C.; City
· of Los Angeles v. Riley, 6 Cal. 2d 621, '22) and the speciarvaluation of timberlands is regarded as ~ partial exemption
for timberlands, it is possible that the existing treatment of
timber and timberlands, or such treatm~ as modified, would be
allowed to continue, so long as the tax mn timberlands does not
exceed 1 percent of full cash value.
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Therefore, if either contingency occurs, it is
our opinion that, even though the Gann-Jarvis Initiative
proposes to use values for the 1975-1976 fiscal years for
the purposes of determining full cash value under the
measure, timber on timberlands will not be required to
be subjected to both a property tax and the timber yield
tax in the 1978-1979 and subsequent fiscal years.
Very truly yours,
Bion M. Gregory
Legislative Counsel

~~1.L~~

Principal Deputy
RLS:jw
cc:

Honorable Dennis E. Carpenter, Chairman
Joint Legislative Budget Committee
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s, Counties and
Section 4. Ci
special districts,
a two-thirds vote
of s
of the
may impose
taxes on such
s
except
valorem taxes on real property
or a· transaction tax or sales tax on the
sale of real property within such City,
County or special district."
11

I>

You next point out that many local agencies finance
the construction and maintenance of public improvements under
the Improvement Act of 1911,1 (Div. 7 (commencing with Sec.
5000) of the S.& H.C.) and the Municipal Improvement Act of
1913,2 (Div. 12 (commencing with Sec. 10000) of that code).
QUESTION
With respect to the above facts, you have asked
whether the Jarvis-Gann Initiative would be applicable to
assessments levied under the 1911 Act and the 1913 Act and,
if so, would this
d~termined by whether the assessments
were initially levied prior to, or subsequent to, the adoption of the initiative.
OPINION
With respect to assessments levied under the 1911
Act and the 1913 Act, the Jarvis-Gann Initiative:
(1) Would not apply to
se assessments levied
to finance the construction of public improvements since
those assessments are levied on each parcel on the basis of
the estimated benefits thereto.
(2) Would apply to
se assessments levied to
maintain and operate
improvements, since those assessmen~are
on
1 on an
valorem basis, unless
it can be shown, in
particular
, that the ad valorem
basis reflects the estimated benefits to the parcel. Thus,
unless shown otherwise, such assessments are deemed to be
ad valorem real property taxes and would be, together with
all other such taxes, subject to the 1 percent limitation
of the initiative.

1

Hereafter referred to as the 1911 Act.

2

Hereafter referred to as the 1913 Act.
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and
1,
thout re
to
benef
is a tax; but a levy made only upon land on the basis of
benefits received is a special assessment
not a tax
(Trumbo v. Crestline Lake Arrowhead Water Agency, 250 Cal.
App. 2d 320, 322-323)-.Under both the 1911 Act and the 1913 Act, specified public improvements are authorized to be constructed
(Sees. 5101, 5101.5, 10100, 10100.5, S.& H.C ). The total
cost of such a public improvement is financed by the levying
of an assessment on each parcel of land within the assessment district in proportion to the estimated benefit to be
received by the parcel (Sec. 5343 and subd. (e), Sec. 10204,
S.& H.C.; Halstad v. County of Sacramento, 243 Cal. App. 2d
584, 590; Oro Lorna Sanitary Dist. v. Vallex, 86 Cal. App. 2d
875, 880-882).
Such an assessment, in view of the above discussion, is not, in our opinion, a tax. Accordingly, it is our
opinion that the Jarvis-Gann Initiative is not applicable to
such an assessment.
On the other hand, assessments are also levied
under the 1911 Act and the 1913 Act for the maintenance and
operation of public improvements (Sees. 5830, 10100.6, S.&
H.C.).

Wi
re
to such assessments
the 1911 Act, there is no requirement that
assessment levied on a parcel of land be based on the estimated
benefit to the parcel, as in the case of an assessment levied
to finance the construction of a public improvement (Sees. 5343,
5830, S.& H.C.). Thus, such an assessment is levied on an ad
valorem basis and is designated as a "special assessment tax"
(Sec. 58 3 0, S. & H. C. ) .

An ad valorem
the value of the
or
Overland Park {Kan.), 508 P. 2d 902,

basis of
CitX of

Likewise in the 1913 Act, an assessment
r maintenance and operation purposes is levied on an ad valorem
basis, and not on an estimated benef
basis, and is designated as a "special ad valorem assessment" {Sec. 10100.6,
S.& H.C.).
Under both acts, these assessments are administered
in the same manner as are property taxes (Sees. 5821, 5830,
10100.6, S.& H.C.).
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•

Whether a
icular levy is an assessment or a
tax must be ascertained by its incidents and from the natural
and legal effect of the language employed in the statute
(Northwestern etc. Co. v. St. Bd. Equal., supra, 551). A
levy is not a tax even though it is on an ad valorem basis if
it is exacted in compensation for a benefit to the property
upon which it is made a charge (Cedars of Lebanon Hosp. v.
County of L.A., supra, 747-748).
Such s the case even if
the levy-is to be levied and collected in the same manner, by
the same machinery, and at the same time as general taxes.
These facts are not conclusive by themselves (Northwestern
etc. Co. v. St. Bd. Equal., supra, 553) .
However, on the basis that the maintenance assessments levied under the 1911 Act and the 1913 Act are not levied
on an estimated benefit basis, but rather on an ad valorem basis,
it is our opinion that, with the exception discussed below,
such assessments are actually ad valorem taxes on real
property.
Thus, with the exception discussed below, such
assessments, together with all other real property ad valorem
taxes, are subject to the 1 percent limitation of the JarvisGann Initiative.
·
Such a conclusion is consistent with the Personal
Income Tax Law for state income tax purposes, and the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 for federal income tax purposes, which
allow, as an itemized deduction, assessments levied for
maintenance purposes (para. {6), subd. (c), Sec. 17204, R. &
T.C.; Northwestern etc. Co. v. St. Bd. Equal., supra, 553;
26 u.s.c. 164(c) (1);-fienver & Rio Grande Western Railroad
Co. v. C.I.R., supra, 370; BreCklein v. Bookwalter, supra,
552) .
Nevertheless, it is also our opinion that a
maintenance assessment levied on a parcel could be an assessment, rather than a tax, even though it is levied on an ad
valorem basis, if it can be shown that this basis reflects
the estimated benefit to the parcel (see Trumbo v. Crestline
Lake Arrowhead Water Agency, supra, 322-323; Jeffery v. City of
Salinas, 232 Cal. App. 2d 29, 45).
With respect to the issue of whether the fact
that a particular assessment levied under either the 1911
Act or the 1913 Act was initially levied prior to, or subsequent to, the adoption of the Jarvis-Gann Initiative has any
bearing on whether the initiative is applicable to the
assessment, it is our opinion that such a fact is irrelevant.
Whether the initiative is applicable or not to a particular
assessment is dependent on whether the assessment under
consideration is an assessment or an ad valorem tax, as
discussed above.
-=13-
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Jarvis-Gann Initiative (Prop. 13)
#6248
Special Taxes
Dear Mr. Craven:
You have asked the following three questions,
which are separately stated and considered below, regarding
local "special taxes," as such term is used in the JarvisGann Initiative (Proposition 13). The term "special taxes"
appears in Section 4 of such initiative, which provides as
follows:
"Section 4.
Cities, Counties and
special districts, by a two-thirds vote
of the qualified electors of such district,
may impose special taxes on such district,
except ad valorem taxes on real property or
a transaction tax or sales tax on the sale
of real property within such City, County
or special district."
QUESTION NO. 1
Are sewer connection fees, sewer and water availability charges and water rates, and other charges and fees
of special districts "special taxes" for purposes of Sect
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property within its j
the purpose of supplying
public necessities (People v. Naalee, 1 Cal. 232).
The
validity or enforcement of a tax does not depend upon the
individual assent of the taxpayers (Dranga v. Rowe, 127
Cal. 506), or the contractual assent of the taxpayer (Linnell
v. State Dept. of Finance, 203 Cal. App. 2d 465, 469).
As an example, the courts, in determining that
water rate charges are not taxes, stated that "A charge for
services rendered is in no sense a tax" (Arcade County Water
District v. Arcade Fire District, 6 Cal. App. 3d 232, 240).
It is noted that the courts found that the manner
of fixing charges for the connection and use of sewer
facilities by a municipal sewer district was not subject to
amendment pursuant to the initiative process on the grounds
such charges were a function of the Legislature's power to
vest in public or municipal corporations the power to assess
and collect taxes (see Dare v. Lakeport City Council, 12
Cal. App. 3d 864, 868, 869).
However, we think that such
determination was made for other purposes.
While Section 4 requires a hJo-thirds vote of the
qualified electors of a district before a district may
impose a "special tax," we think that such term relates
only to taxes and would not be extended to charges and
fees imposed for benefits directly financed by such charges
and fees and which could not be characterized as taxes.
Thus, those charges and fees which are imposed
by special districts which are levied thereby for a
specific benefit financed by such charge, such as sewer
connection fees, sewer and water availability charges and
water rates are not "special taxes" for purposes of Section
4.
QUESTION NO. 2
May a special district which is authorized by the
Legislature to impose charges and fees for specified services
and benefits conferred on property impose such fees and
charges for such services and benefits without approval of
the voters after the effective date of Proposition 13, if
such proposition is approved by the voters?
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ANALYSIS NO. 3
In Opinion and Analysis No. 2, we determined
that the provisions of Proposition 13 required a specified
vote for the imposition of certain special taxes, but that
fees and charges for services and benefits to property could
not be characterized as taxes, and therefore could be imposed
by special districts without regard to Proposition 13.
Therefore, the approval of Proposition 13 would
have no effect on the date that the Legislature approved
such fees or charges.
Thus, the answer to Question No. 2 would not
be different if the Legislature was to authorize a fee or
charge for services and benefits to property after the
effective date of Proposition 13.
Very truly yours,
Bion M. Gregory
Legislative Counsel

"

7

/;£;~ C.'£e;e~

By
Charles C. Asbill
Deputy Legislative Counsel
CCA: jw
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QUESTION NO. 1
What is a "special tax" within the meaning of
the above provision?
OPINION NO. 1
A "special tax" is an otherwise authorized tax
imposed for a "special" purpose, as opposed to a "general"
governmental purpose .

•

ANALYSIS NO. 1
The term "special tax" has no particular meaning
in the context in which it is used in the Jarvis-Gann
Initiative in the general laws of taxation in California.
However, in other jurisdictions, the courts have stated
as follows:
" • . • Special taxation, as distinguished from taxa~ion for general municipal
purposes, is the levy of taxes to meet a
special burden, either imposed by the legislature or authorized by the legal voters of
the district to be taxed. And we believe
that the definition might be enlarged so as
to include, not only the tax levied by the
legislature or voted by the voters, but
also such as by law a municipal corporation
may levy. As an instance of special tax
authorized by the voters we mention the tax
to support free schools within a city; and
as an instance of that character of taxes
which the legislature might authorize without such vote we would suggest that •••
the legislature might empower the city to
levy a tax not to exceed 25 cents on the
$100 for streets and other public improvements ••.• "
(Higgins v. Bordages (Tex.),
31 s.w. 52, 54, 55, with citat1ons omitted.)
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II

or a "sa
law, a "
tax" s
(see Sec. 7253 R.& T.C.),
it will be treated as

same
as a "sales tax"
purposes of this discussion

state's
s
Use Tax Law is provided for
in Part 1 (commencing with Section 6001) of Division 2 of
the Revenue and Taxat
Code.
part imposes two separate
and distinct taxes- .e., a sa
tax (Sec. 6051, R.& T.C.)
and a use tax (Sec. 6201, R.& T.C.). Both taxes, however,
are concerned
or use of
personal
property, rather than
the sa
of real estate.
The sales tax is imposed on retailers for the
privilege of selling tangible personal property at retail,
and it is measured by the gross receipts derived from such
sales (Sec. 6051, R.& T.C.}.
It is a
obligation of
the retailer (Bigsby v. Johnson, 18 Cal. 2d 860, 862, 863),
even though he is authorized to collect it from the consumer
insofar as it can be dbne (Sec. 6052, R.& T.C.).
The use tax, on the other hand, is imposed with
respect to the storage, use, or other consumption in this
state of tangible personal
in
s state (Sec.
6201, R.& T.C.), and the
rather than the
ler,
is primarily 1
and
Inc.
v. Fincher 44 Cal.
the use
case of In re
771 81:
"The use or 'compensating' tax was
devised to equalize
that
those who sold
to buyers
at a di
with
goods
states and
II
sold to
state.
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NO. 2
Which
legislative

government will need
taxes?
OPINION NO. 2

Special districts, including school districts,
counties, general law cities, and chartered cities which
follow general laws on tax matters would need legislative
authorization to impose special taxes. Moreover, chartered
cities would need such an authorization in areas where a
particular tax has been preempted by the state.
ANALYSIS NO. 2
The Jarvis-Gann Initiative proposes to carry out
its purposes by superimposing a new article over existing
provisions of the Constitution, rather than amending and
supplementing the
sting provisions. The existing provisions of Article XIII provide various property tax exemptions
for churches and other entities. Yet, subdivision (a) of
Section 1 of proposed
XIIIA would provide, in part:
u

(a)

The

ad

valorem tax
exceed One
value of

II

The above language
that church
property, for example,
, even though such
property is
constitutional provisions
( subd. (f) , Sec . 3 , Art. XIII, Cal. Const.). However, in
the ballot argument
of the adoption of the initiative,
Mr. Jarvis and Mr. Gann state as follows:
"The
DOES NOT reduce property tax
citizens.
DOES NOT remove tax exemptions for churches
or charities.
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Wi
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power to
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Constitution as
a part of the
affairs
(see Sec. 5, Art. XI, Cal. Canst.; West Coast Advertising
Company v. City and County of San Francisco, 14 Cal. 2d 516,
524; Ainsworth v. Bryant, supra . Th1s has
to a certain
amount of confusion, since it is never certa
whether a
chartered city is attempting to impose an invalid tax in an
area of statewide concern preempted by the state (see Century
Plaza Hotel Company v. City of Los Angeles, 7 Cal. App. 3d
616, 626; see also Scol Corporation v. City of Los Angeles,
12 Cal. App. 3d 805), or imposing a valid tax as a municipal
affair (see Rivera v. City of Fresno, 6 Cal. 3d 132; A.B.C.
Distributing Company, Inc. v. City and County of San Francisco,
15 Cal. 3d 566). Moreover, even though it has been held that
the state may validly "preempt" a chartered city's tax, doubt
has been cast on the state's power to merely "prohibit" such
a tax (County of Alameda v.
and County of San Francisco,
19 Cal. App. 3d 750, ~57, fn . .
The courts have specifically held that the state
has preempted taxes on alcoholic beverages (Century Plaza
Hotel Company v. City of Los
, supra), and we think
the courts wou
hold
have been so preempted
if the issue were
ly
to them (see, for example,
Sec. 2, Ch. 1265, Stats. 1968;
Tenant Memorial Homes v.
City of Pacific Grove, 27 Cal.
, 384).
some areas,
the Legis
over taxes.
of Article XIII provides:
SEC. 27.

The Legislature, a majority
,
of the
house
may tax
lud
national banks,
method not prohibi
this
or the Constitution or laws of the United
States. Unless otherwise provided by the
Legislature, the tax on State and national
banks shall be according to or measured by
their net income and shall
in 1
of
all other taxes and license
upon banks
or their shares, except taxes upon real
property and vehicle registration and
license fees."
II
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Honorable William A. Craven
Assembly Chamber
Jarvis-Gann Ini
Special Taxes

JIMMIE WiNG
CHRISTOPHER ZIRKLE
DEPUTIES

ative (Prop. 13)
#6251

Dear Mr. Craven:
You have asked the following questions, which
are separately stated and considered below, regarding local
"special taxes," as such term is used in the Jarvis-Gann
Initiative (Proposition 13). The term "special taxes"
appears in Section 4 of such initiative, which provides as
follows:
"Section 4.
Cities, Counties and special
districts, by a two-thirds vote of the qualified
electors of such district, may impose special
taxes on such district, except ad valorem taxes
on real property or a transaction tax or sales
tax on the sale of real property within such
City, County or special district. 11
QUESTION NO. 1
Are charges and fees which cities and counties are
authorized to impose for services such as recording documents,
reviewing subdivision maps, and inspecting building construction
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To California County Counsels:
pre
voters
The tax relief measures
1
issues
to
a
on the June
1
are controvers
of
rsonal
s,
r,
variety of
.
s
t
certain
laws
of
my primary responsibil
In order to achieve this
California operate effect
of
the people in the event
result and to implement
sition
8 and Proposition 13,
they adopt either (or both)
I have taken the following s
s

(1) A task
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Assistant Atto
from the Tax,
as well as atto
By forming a ta
examine the
t of ei
upon many aspects of state
result, if judie 1 or
to implement the will of
with other major
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CEQA, and
1
1
prepared to take

f
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necessary
the case
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will be
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(2) The task force is
to work
th state agenc s
as well as legal representat
s of county and local governments in an attempt to
te and plan for the implementation of whatever tax measure (or measures) the people adopt.
In the meantime, I hope we can wo
together to identify
legal problems that will
crea
by whatever measures are
adopted and to establish procedures to solve those problems.
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13.

PROPOSITION 8 (SCA 6),

AND PROPOSITION 13 (JARVIS-GANN INITIATIVE)

APRIL 27, 1978

I.

SUMMARY OF EXISTING LAW AND BACKGROUND
Under the existing Constitution and laws, counties, cities, schools,
and special districts are authorized to levy property taxes on real
and personal property at the same percentage of its full value
(usually fair n~rket value). All taxab
property on the secured
roll in the same tax code area is subject to taxation at the same
rate. The tax rate for property on the secured roll (land, improvements, and personal property) is set each year on or before
September 1 of the fiscal year. The tax rate for unsecured property
(personal property and possessory interests) is the secured rate
from the prior year. The Constitution permits personal property to
be taxed at a lower rate than real property but requires that the
tax per dol
value shall not be higher on personal property than
on real property in the same taxing j
diction. Tax rates do,
however, vary from one county to another, one city to another, and
so forth.
The first $7,000 of
1 value on an owner-occupied dwelling is
exempt from taxat
to
"homeowners' exemption." There are
also provisions
of
land and
the exemption of personal property (
examp , business inventories enjoy a 50 percent exemption and household goods are entirely exempt).
In recent times there
a dramatic
e in
assessed
values of residential real property due in part to the fact that
home prices have gone up steeply in recent years and homes are
valued primarily by the "comparable sale" method of valuation.
Sales prices thus set the fair market value of homes which are
then assessed, like other real property, at 25 percent of full
value. Other typ~s of real property, particularly industrial and
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A.

Issues to be Addressed

1.

Sections 50015-50017 of the Revenue and Taxat
for budget surpluses in excess maximum state revenue 1
to be expended on, inter alia, "revenue sharing programs
with loca 1 government. 11 - Further defini t
of this provisian may be required.

2.

The impact of
tax rates on
a result of
may re

Proposition 8 prohibition on increases in
rty other
owner-occupied dwellings as
tax rates on owner-ace
dwelland refinement.

V.
If pas
following

voters,

s-Gann Ini

ive
11

1.

taxes
a.

rates wou
ent of
an
at $1.00 per $100 assess
value*) to pay
tedness approved by the voters before the

b.
count
carry out

*I

Source:

s would levy the one percent tax and 11 apporing to law to
d t
ts
thin the
Enabling legislation will be necessary to
apportionment.

Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee.
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c
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1 government
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4.

The "full ca~h value" of real property is defined
Sect n
2(a) A.s the "County Assessors [sic] valuation of real property."
Does thia exc
state-assessed property (publ
utilities,
interc
p
, etc.) from the 1% limitation? Newly
property is not defined and clarificat
may be
required as to whether a large addition to an existing building would be t"egarded as new construction requiring a reassessment of the prope
·

5.

The tenn '
could
18
rs

6.

Whether
applies
imposed
a combination

7.

Whet

8.

Section 4 is not defined. It
istered voters" or all persons
to register.

1 taxes 11 in Section 4

Propos ion 13
taxes, increases of existing taxes, taxes
st tLme after passage of the initiative, or
three.
c ies, count
could levy any 11
e taxes
the

school districts, and
ial taxes" approved by
by
Legislature
const

const
1
a taxpayer who has
reassessed after
is paying a greater tax than a similarly
whose property
been held to the 1975
plus 2%
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such

of

reduction
reduced

If Propos
13 passes, the present S.B. 90 tax rate limitations
on counties, cities,
s
ial districts, the revenue limits on
schools, and the AB 65 approach in solving the Serrano v. Priest
requirements for schools will have to be readjusted. The solution
to the Serrano case in AB 65 is predicated on property taxes to be
raised under the property tax system currently in effect. AB 65
would have to be reexamined to determine if it still satisfies
the Serrano v. Priest requirements. It is not presently known
what 1mpact the inf.tfative would have on state expenditures which
may be required to pick up the cost of programs mandated by state
and federal law.

•

Unsecured taxes become due on March 1st and become delinquent if
not paid by August 31st. Since the initiative will not take effect
until July 1, 1973, if passed, it should have no effect on unsecured taxes already levied unless a court were to hold that the new
rate restrictions are applicable irmnediately to such taxes because
of the existing rate limitations in Article XIII, Section 2, of the
constitution.
VII.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF PROPOSITION 8 - S.B. 1 (BEHR) AND
PROPOSITION_ 13 (JARVIS -GANN INITIATIVE)
FUTURE AMENDMENTS
Proposition 8 and S.B. 1: Proposition 8 is a constitutional
amendment and cannot be modified without a vote of the people.
S.B. 1 is a legislative enactment and could be amended by the
Legislature at any time.
13 is a constitutional
without a vote of the people.
HOMEOWNERS PROPERTY TAX RELIEF
Prolosition 8 and S.B. 1: Taxes on all owner-occupied homes
wou d be reduced by at least 30 percent (approximately $1.4
billion). Limits the maximum property tax rates local governments could col
t, which will have the effect of holding down
future property taxes on homes. The amount of tax relief on a
$47,000 home would be approximately $360, not counting reduced
income tax deductions. The State General Fund will pay the homeowners' share of specified welfare and Medi-Cal costs at a reported
cost of $1.4 billion annually.
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on real property would be
2.
billion). The tax
1 cash value, plus
amounts ne
debts previously approved
by the voters.
be 1.25 percent, which will
gradually decline to 1
ent since repayment of new bond issues
cannot exceed 1 percent even if approved by the voters. The
amount of tax rel f
r a $47,000 home would be approximately
$740, not count
reduced income tax deductions. No provision
lac
t revenues.

COMMERCIAL PROPERTY TAX RELIEF
Proposition 8 and S.B. 1:

No reduc

c ommerc1.a ,
cent limit,
57 percent (

or increase.

All real property:
industrial,
be subject to the same 1 perdwellings, a reduction of

RENTERS CREDIT
Proposition 8 and S.B. 1: Californ
personal income tax credit
for renters would be 1.ncreased from $37 to $
per year. Welfare
recipients
o
c
Proposition 13 (Jarvis-Gann):

No

relief.

Proposition 8 and S.B. 1:
fits of homeowners by
raising income limit from $ ,
$13,000 a year, in addition
to the 30 percent tax rate cut.
from 96 percent of
the remaining tax
1
earning $4,000 or
less to 10 percent
13,000. Renters income
limit is raised
A claimant earnin? $4,000
or less will rece
addition to the renter s credit, dropping to $
with incomes of $13,000 or more.

TAX RATES AND ASSESSMENTS
residential property
property. Assessments

Protosition 8 and S.B. 1:
wou d be taxed at a lower
(valuat
would not be
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Jarvis-Gann : Tax rates would be the same for all
property, re uce to
percent of full cash value. Assessments
would be rolled back to 1975 "full cash values." Assessments
could be increased by not more than 2 percent annually if held by
the same owner. Property that is purchased, newly constructed,
or which changes ownership could be reappraised at its current
value.

~~~~~~_,~~~~~-=~~

LIMITS ON OTHER TAXES

•

Proposition 8 and S.B. 1: Limits increases in local property tax
rates to the amount of tax revenues received in the prior year
plus an amount equal to the percentage change in the cost of goods
and services. Imposes a state revenue limit equal to the revenue
for the prior fiscal year plus an amount equal to the percentage
increase in California personal income multiplied by a factor of
1.2. Excess revenues may only be used for tax relief, maintaining
a 3 percent surplus, and local revenue sharing.
froposition 13 (Jarvis-Gann): Would require a two-thirds vote of
the Legislature to raise state tax revenues. No additional property taxes could be imposed. Local governments could impose nonproperty "special" taxes if two-thirds of the "qualified electors"
approve them at an election.
REPLACEMENT REVENUES
Proposition 8 - S.B. 1: Losses in local property tax revenue will
be reimbursed from the existing and projected state general fund
surplus. No additional tax increases will be necessary for four
or five years.
Proposition 13 (Jarvis-Gann):
vided.

No replacement revenues are pro-

ASSUMPTION OF WELFARE COSTS
Proposition 8 and S.B. 1: State would assume the cost of most
county welfare services and Medi-Cal costs now paid for from property taxes.
Proposition 13 (Jarvis-Gann):

No provision.

BONDING CAPACITY
Proposition 8 and S.B. 1: No change. General obligation and
other bonds will remain available for financing local capital
improvements, with a two-thirds approval requirement for general
obligation bonds.
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Pro~osition 13 (Jarvis-Gannl:
Since property taxes cannot be
use to fund general obligation bonds except within the 1 percent limit:, it may limit the ability of local governments to
finance new construction through use of general obligation
bonds and possibly other bonds.

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCIES
Proposition 8 and S.B. 1:

No change.

13 Jarvis-Gann : The one percent limit cannot be
pay nterest or redemption charges on redevelopment
bonds which were issued without the requirement of voter approval.
The tax rate reduction of 57 percent and the 2 percent limit on
assessed value growth will inhibit tax increment financing.
EFFECTIVE DATES
Proposition 8 and S.B. 1: Proposition 8 will become effective
upon adoption by the voters. S.B. 1 was enacted March 3, 1978,
and affects state and local revenues beginning July 1, 1978.
S"B. 1 will be repealed unless Proposition 8 is approved and
Proposition 13 is defeated or declared unconstitutional byt:Jle
courts.
Proposition 13 (Jarvis-Gann): Effective July 1, 1978, except
that the two-thirds vote requirement for increasing state taxes
will become effective upon adoption by the voters.
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